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Abstract
The contextual landscape for superintendents in Alberta is changing. Managing the board was
once the main responsibility of the superintendent. With the implementation of the
superintendent leadership quality standard, superintendents are now expected to demonstrate a
number of competencies as part of their role. One major competency is supporting effective
governance practices of the board they serve. This Organizational Improvement Plan (OIP)
addresses the Problem of Practice (PoP) focused on building superintendent and trustee efficacy
in moving towards more effective governance practices. The objective of this OIP is to introduce
a new approach to governing which will result in effective governance practices. The intended
outcome of developing effective governance practices is improved student success. This will
require collaboration between superintendent, senior administration and the board of trustees in
order for organizational change to occur, and be sustained. This process will require that trust be
fostered and maintained throughout. Cultural and political factors must be taken into
consideration, as well as respecting the history of the board and the jurisdiction. This will help
maintain trust by the board that this change is designed to help them improve, as this process will
challenge trustees to engage in significant changes to how they operate as a board and how they
work with each other and the superintendent. It is recognized that this process will take time, and
will utilize a leadership from the middle approach. Implementing a new approach to governance
will provide benefit to students and staff for many years to come.
Keywords: school board governance, trust, leadership from the middle, organizational
change

iii
Executive Summary
The purpose of this Organizational Improvement Plan (OIP) is focused on addressing a
Problem of Practice (PoP) centering on expanding superintendent and board efficacy to support
the development of a more effective approach to governing. With respect to this OIP, effective
governance refers to the board and superintendent working as a unified team focused on the
moral imperative. It focuses on a core set of practices which revolve around a governance core
(Campbell & Fullan, 2019). While the jurisdiction is recognized provincially as a high
performing school division, this may not be directly linked so much to the governance practices
of the board, but rather the leadership capacity in our schools.
Eparchy Catholic Schools (ECS) is the anonymized jurisdiction which is served as the
intended focus of this OIP. There is a positive correlation between governance practices and
student success (Saatcioglu et al., 2011). This could lead one to naturally assume that the board
of ECS is currently engaging in effective governance. Upon closer inspection there are many
areas within the governance practice of the board that could be improved in order to generate
even better outcomes for the students they serve.
Chapter One begins by providing the organizational context that the PoP exists in, which
includes addressing the political, economic, social and cultural contexts and how ECS has been
fashioned as a result. I then discuss my own personal position within the jurisdiction, my ability
to enact change and the theoretical lens that I approach my PoP with is discussed. Coherence
Theory (Fullan & Quinn, 2015) provides the conceptual roadmap to guide improvement.
Coherence, with respect to this OIP is defined as a shared, deep understanding of the work of the
board (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). Additionally, the leadership from the middle approach as
created by Hargreaves and Braun (2010) is utilized. It is refined by Fullan (2015) that in this
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context, the board and superintendent are considered to be middle level managers, positioned
between government and schools. Campbell and Fullan, 2019 highlight that leadership from the
middle relies on three core concepts: Philosophy (understanding government policy), Structure
(interdisciplinary teams) and Culture (embedded professional collaboration). The efforts of
leadership from the middle result in system-wide change.
Utilizing this lens, I frame the PoP that currently exists in ECS, by identifying the gaps
between the current practice of the board with respect to governance and the more effective
practices which would be desired. This includes a PEST analysis (Bensoussan & Fleisher, 2013)
and reviewing questions that emerge as a result. Finally, an assessment to determine whether
ECS is ready for change is conducted, resulting in the conclusion that the jurisdiction is in fact
ready to engage in changing practice.
Chapter Two captures the planning and development portion of my OIP. Specifically, I
address how utilizing the leadership from the middle approach (Hargreaves & Braun, 2013)
supports the change process in addressing my PoP. I then identify the need to utilize a
framework to support leading the change process. The McKinsey 7S model (Bryan, 2008) is
used to as a structure to provide focus and a systems approach to change. This is accomplished
by examining seven elements that are critical to the organization and checking for a coherence
among trustees and myself. When one element is improved upon, it will have a positive effect on
the other elements. This model also aligns closely with coherence theory which will aid in its
application.
In order to diagnose and analyze the changes which would be required in ECS, I have
chosen the Congruence Model (Nadler & Tushman, 2018) to examine the operations of the board
and related results. As a result of this analysis, it became clear that trustees have an awareness of
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policy and governance, yet lack a cohesive approach to governing itself. This has a potentially
negative impact on the effectiveness of their governance practices. Possible solutions to the PoP
are discussed, and then the ethical considerations impacting leadership are connected to the
proposed solution. The possible solutions include doing nothing (not engaging in change),
focusing on the G-TEC policy model used by the board and finally, the preferred solution of
implementing the governance core model, along with a small focus on the G-TEC model.
Chapter Three provides the plan for implementation, evaluation and how the process will
be communicated. I begin by providing the strategy that I will engage in to initiate change. Goals
are identified as well as contributing factors. Stakeholder reactions, resources required and
potential implementation issues are discussed. I then identify the method in which I will monitor
and evaluate the change process. Specifically, I share how the Plan, Do, Study, Act model
(PDSA) will be utilized in conjunction with the McKinsey 7S model to review and refine the
implementation of my plan. I then move on to identifying the plan to communicate the need for
change. Here, I utilize Lewis’ (2011) five dimensions of communications strategy to
communicate with the applicable audiences the need for this change.
The OIP is concluded by highlighting that even though we are in the second year of the
pandemic, the need for change is greater than ever before. Additionally, as municipal elections
will take place this fall, the need to have the pertinent structures in place in order to continue the
movement towards effective governance practices is vital. This initial work will lay the
foundation for a potentially new board to continue building upon.

vi
Acknowledgements
During the last year of my Bachelor’s degree, I decided that at some point I would like to
pursue my Doctorate. Twenty-seven years later the journey is completed. I have enjoyed the
benefit of an amazing faculty at Western University and a truly wonderful cohort. Most
importantly, without the support, patience, and sacrifice of my wife Angelica and sons Joshua
and Matthew, I would not have been able to complete this work. It is to them that I am forever
grateful, and dedicate this work.

vii
Table of Contents
Abstract ........................................................................................................................................... ii
Executive Summary ....................................................................................................................... iii
Acknowledgements ........................................................................................................................ vi
Table of Contents .......................................................................................................................... vii
List of Tables ................................................................................................................................. xi
List of Figures ............................................................................................................................... xii
Acronyms ..................................................................................................................................... xiii
Definitions.................................................................................................................................... xiv
Organizational Context ................................................................................................................... 1
Political Context........................................................................................................................ 2
Economic Context ..................................................................................................................... 3
Social Context ........................................................................................................................... 4
Cultural Context ........................................................................................................................ 4
Vision, Mission, Values, Purpose and Goals ............................................................................ 5
Organizational Structure ........................................................................................................... 6
Organizational History .............................................................................................................. 7
Leadership Position and Lens Statement ........................................................................................ 8
Competent Leadership .............................................................................................................. 9
Leadership From the Middle ................................................................................................... 10

viii
Catholicity ............................................................................................................................... 11
Leadership Problem of Practice .................................................................................................... 12
The Gap ................................................................................................................................... 12
Framing the Problem of Practice .................................................................................................. 15
Historical Differences ............................................................................................................. 16
Political and Structural Frames ............................................................................................... 17
Significant Organizational Theories ....................................................................................... 19
Guiding Questions Emerging from the Leadership Problem of Practice ..................................... 22
What Constitutes Effective Governance? ............................................................................... 22
What are the Impacts of the Relationship With the Only Employee? .................................... 22
How do you Develop a Culture of Governance? .................................................................... 23
Leadership-Focused Vision for Change........................................................................................ 24
A Foundation of Trust ............................................................................................................. 25
Priorities for Change ............................................................................................................... 26
Organizational Change Readiness ................................................................................................ 28
Readiness ................................................................................................................................ 30
Risk ......................................................................................................................................... 30
Structures ................................................................................................................................ 31
Politics and Power................................................................................................................... 31
Organizational Culture ............................................................................................................ 32

ix
Chapter One Conclusion ............................................................................................................... 33
Chapter Two: Planning and Development .................................................................................... 34
Leadership Approach to Change ................................................................................................... 34
Leadership From the Middle ................................................................................................... 34
Leading From the Middle and Coherence .............................................................................. 38
Framework for Leading the Change Process ................................................................................ 39
Nudge Theory ......................................................................................................................... 39
McKinsey 7S Model ............................................................................................................... 41
Critical Organizational Analysis ................................................................................................... 45
Congruence Model .................................................................................................................. 45
What to change ....................................................................................................................... 49
Possible Solutions to Address the Problem of Practice ................................................................ 54
Option One: Maintaining the Status Quo............................................................................... 55
Option Two: Focus on Understanding the G-TEC Model ..................................................... 57
Option Three: Utilizing the Governance Core Approach ...................................................... 60
Leadership Ethics and Organizational Change ............................................................................. 64
Change to Make my Job Easier .............................................................................................. 66
Moral Imperative .................................................................................................................... 67
Ethics of Maintaining Change ................................................................................................ 68
Chapter Three: Implementing, Evaluating and Communicating ................................................. 70

x
Change Implementation Plan ........................................................................................................ 70
Phase 1 .................................................................................................................................... 71
Phase 2 .................................................................................................................................... 76
Phase 3 .................................................................................................................................... 78
Challenges and Limitations..................................................................................................... 84
Change Process Monitoring and Evaluation ................................................................................. 85
Plan-Do-Study-Act ................................................................................................................. 85
Refinement of Implementation Plan ....................................................................................... 93
Plan to Communicate the Need for Change and the Change Process........................................... 94
Short-term Goal Phase ............................................................................................................ 99
Medium-term Goal Phase ..................................................................................................... 100
Long-term Goals Phase ......................................................................................................... 101
Next Steps and Future Considerations ........................................................................................ 101
References ................................................................................................................................... 104

xi
List of Tables
Table 1: Applying the 7S Model ................................................................................................... 77
Table 2: Summary of the Three Phases of Implementation .......................................................... 80
Table 3: Implementation in the Local Context ............................................................................. 80
Table 4: Lewis’ Five Dimensions of Communication Strategy.................................................... 98

xii
List of Figures
Figure 1: McKinsey 7S Model ...................................................................................................... 42
Figure 2: Nadler and Tushman’s Congruence Model ................................................................... 48
Figure 3: Relationship Between PDSA Model, Governance Core and McKinsey 7S Model ...... 87

xiii
Acronyms
ASBA (Alberta School Boards Association)
CASS (College of Alberta School Superintendents)
CEO (Chief Executive Officer)
ECS (Eparchy Catholic Schools)
G-TEC (Governing Through Engagement and Collaboration Model)
OIP (Organizational Improvement Plan)
PEST (Political, Economic, Social and Technological sources of change)
PDSA (Plan, Do, Study, Act)
PoP (Problem of Practice)
SLQS (Superintendent Leadership Quality Standard)

xiv
Definitions
Alberta Education Act: The Alberta Education Act defines the roles and responsibilities of the
Ministry of Education, School Boards and stakeholders.
Coherence theory: Coherence theory focuses on developing a significant understanding of the
work that is shared mutually among all members and theory provides a framework relying on
four key components that when executed synchronously support effective leadership. (Fullan &
Quinn, 2015).
Congruence Model: According to Nadler and Tushman (1980), the congruence model
emphasizes transformation which is reliant on organizational components and how well they
work together once the inputs have been applied. The authors indicate four main components
that need to be in congruence: task, individual, informal and formal structures.
Contingency Theory: Contingency theory focuses on the traits of a leader and the context in
which they are operating (Verkerk, 2019).
Efficacy: Efficacy refers to being able to generate a desired or intended result.
Governance Core: The Governance Core is based on five core elements as identified by
Campbell and Fullan (2019) which create a foundation for governance mindsets for efficacy to
begin to develop. They include the moral imperative of governing, the trustee governance
mindset, the superintendent governance mindset, onboarding new trustees, and governing for
efficacy by integrating coherence.
Governing Through Engagement and Collaboration Model (G-TEC): The G-TEC Model
was created by the Alberta School Boards Association (ASBA; Alberta School Boards
Association, 2019). The ASBA describes the G-TEC model as having five key elements which
promote effective governance. They include understanding roles, accountability, assurance,
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engagement and collaboration. Finally, the ASBA indicates that these elements, when engaged
synchronously provide the framework for effective governance when the model is applied
appropriately.
Leadership from the middle: Created by Hargreaves and Braun (2010) leadership from the
middle allows for superintendents and boards to utilize the strengths of their professional
networks to interpret policy and direction from the government and implement it with the
collective wisdom of the entire educational system. Fullan (2015) clarifies that with respect to
the educational system, the government and related Ministry are at the apex of the system while
schools and teachers form the base.
Lewis’ Five Dimensions of Communication Strategy: This is a five-dimensional strategy
which utilizes both the perspective of Implementer and Stakeholder. The dimensions include:
disseminating information and soliciting input, one-sided or two-sided messaging, gain or loss
frame, blanket/targeted messages, and discrepancy/efficacy (Lewis, 2015).
Nudge Theory: According to Thaler and Sunstein (2009) nudge theory relies on prodding or
nudging and individual or group towards a desired change by making alternatives less attractive.
McKinsey 7S Model: The 7S model is a matrix of seven variables or areas that rely on each
other in order to manage change (Channon & Caldart, 2015) and is used to analyze the structural
design of an organization.
PEST Analysis: The PEST analysis is utilized to scrutinize pressures external to the body in
with respect to the influence on the organization (Sammut-Bonnici & Galea, 2015). PEST
represents political, economic, social and technological sources of change.
Superintendent Leadership Quality Standard (SLQS): The SLQS is a set of competencies
that superintendents in Alberta must be able to demonstrate (Alberta Education, 2020c).
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Chapter One: Introduction and Problem
Chapter One of this Organizational Improvement Plan (OIP) contains seven sections. It
begins by setting the organizational context to identify what the reader needs to know about my
jurisdiction. I then identify and discuss my leadership position and lens statement. I then move
into identifying and deliberating the leadership Problem of Practice (PoP). The PoP is framed,
and guiding question emerging from the PoP are discussed. This provides the necessary
backdrop to discuss my leadership-focused vision for change. Finally, the organizational change
readiness of the jurisdiction is examined. To safeguard the privacy of the jurisdiction,
anonymization has been employed. The pseudonym Eparchy Catholic Schools (ECS) has been
applied as the name of the jurisdiction as part of this process.
Organizational Context
In any analysis of an organization and the context in which it operates many factors must
be addressed. Some of these factors include the broad political, economic, social, and cultural
contexts and their effects on the organization and related leadership of it. One method available
to examine contexts is via the PEST analysis. Tools such as the PEST analysis are commonly
utilized on a frequent basis because they allow the leader to understand outside elements and
their impact which allows the impact to be mitigated through a proactive response (Bensoussan
& Fleisher, 2013). PEST represents political, economic, social and technological sources of
change and it scrutinizes pressures external to the body with respect to the influence on the
organization (Sammut-Bonnici & Galea, 2015). Because my focus is on supporting effective
governance practices, technology will be replaced with an analysis of culture as it is more
applicable in this context.
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Political Context
The political context of ECS begins in legislation in the Alberta Education Act (Alberta
Education, 2020a). The Alberta Education Act defines what a school jurisdiction is, and who is
responsible for governing it, which in our case is the board. The Alberta Education Act also
identifies the applicable regulations to support the overall management of education in the
province. It is within this act that school boards derive their existence. Boards work directly with
the Minister of Education as both are elected officials. Superintendents work with the Assistant
Deputy Minister as both are appointed (Alberta School Boards Association, 2017). As trustees
are elected every four years in a general election they view their role as an elected official on par
with the Minister of Education. Trustees are positioned below the Minster of Education with
respect to authority. The Alberta Education Act (2020a) highlights the roles and responsibilities
of trustees including their role as a fiduciary. The role of a trustee is to ensure the effective
governance of a school jurisdiction and be accountable to the electorate. This is accomplished
through the development and implementation of board policy and administrative procedures and
then operating in congruence with them. Trustees can sometimes view this work beyond the
scope of a board member and more along the lines of a politician. This can lead to trustees
stepping outside the bounds of their legislated responsibilities and acting as an individual rather
than part of the body corporate (Alberta School Boards Association, 2017). Additionally, trustees
are political agents potentially representing different political spectrums. This adds another layer
of complexity as trustees may believe that they must act in accordance to their political compass
thus muddling an already delicate relationship (Saskatchewan School Boards Association, 2016).
Legislated responsibilities also extend to the superintendent. With the Ministerial Order
released in 2017, the Minister of Education identified seven competencies captured in the
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Superintendent Leadership Quality Standard (SLQS) that superintendents must be able to
demonstrate as part of effectively leading their respective jurisdictions. (Alberta Education,
2020c). These include:
•

building effective relationships

•

modeling a commitment to professional learning

•

visionary leadership

•

leading learning

•

ensuring First Nation, Metis and Inuit education for all students

•

school authority operations and resources

•

supporting effective governance

This is a change in the role of the superintendent as prior to the standard being enacted, the roles
and responsibilities of the superintendent were identified through board policy and determined
predominantly by the board (Alberta School Boards Association, 2017). The competencies
include the expectation for superintendents to support effective governance practices. This is
significant to this OIP as addressing the PoP and possible solutions will centre on this specific
competency and the demonstration of it.
Economic Context
The operation of a jurisdiction effectively relies on a number of economic realities.
Boards must operate in a fiscally sound manner. ECS does not have the large surpluses available
in larger boards. Nor does it enjoy the economies of scale of larger boards. The jurisdiction is
able to offer a competitive program of studies and despite not having large reserves is a top
performing school jurisdiction in the province. Enrollment in the jurisdiction is growing,
although at a slower rate than desired. Certain factors such as COVID-19 have affected many
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families which have moved to larger centres in search of work. The impact of COVID-19 will be
felt for some time.
Social Context
Trustees hold a unique position in the educational community (Saskatchewan School
Boards Association, 2016). It is a complex position as trustees are politicians responsible for
governing the jurisdiction, but at the same time, all current ECS trustees have a personal history
of being former teachers with the exception of one who is a member of the clergy. This impacts
their decision-making processes. This experience also applies additional pressure to the
jurisdiction with respect to meeting the needs of staff and students alike. Specifically, trustees
need to use a trustee lens rather than the personal lens that they are naturally more comfortable
with when addressing governance issues. While having the ability to view the division as a
teacher is useful in understanding an issue, trustees have to be able to switch over to a
governance lens when making decisions. Trustees only have authority to make decisions when
participating in a board meeting as a body corporate (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). This has been a
problem on occasion where trustees have acted independently of the board or have focused on
individual needs rather than the jurisdiction as a whole. When trustees act as individuals, it
creates disunity and challenges the collaborative environment necessary to be effective (Ontario
Public School Boards’ Association, 2018).
Cultural Context
The staff and students in the jurisdiction contribute largely to the culture of the
jurisdiction. As mentioned previously, many of the staff are former students that have returned to
work in the jurisdiction. It is very common to have staff recognized for serving in excess of 30
years in the jurisdiction. This can be of tremendous benefit in the identification and support of a
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strong culture of scholarship and student success. It can create difficulties in implementing
change initiatives in the jurisdiction as staff can have a romanticized view of how things have
operated. Significant change has not regularly occurred in the jurisdiction and has been
challenged on occasion. Finally, the majority of staff employed by the jurisdiction are Catholic
and trustees must be Catholic in order to run in an election. Our faith provides an incredibly
strong and unifying force and direction in the jurisdiction. The Catholic Church’s teaching on
Catholic education acts as a framework of common values, beliefs, and purpose (Miller, 2006).
Miller continues that Catholic educators believe that parents are the primary educators of their
children. Additionally, there are five marks that identify the culture of Catholic schools. These
include being inspired by a supernatural vision, being founded on a Christian anthropology,
being animated by communion and community, being imbued with a Catholic world view, and
finally, being sustained by gospel witness. To many, our faith is the single greatest contributor to
our jurisdictional culture.
Vision, Mission, Values, Purpose and Goals
The work of ECS is perhaps best captured in its mission statement. It states that in we
will work together with families, parishes, and community to provide the best Catholic
Education possible. This is further embellished with a vision focused on a commitment to high
quality education focused on the gospel and service in the image of Christ. These statements are
readily identified in the values of the jurisdiction and are initially identified by the board
(Campbell & Fullan, 2019). As a jurisdiction we believe that educators are called to participate
in ministry to our students which is a central tenant of our church (Miller, 2006). We recognize
that each child is created in the image of God. Through the living of our Catholic faith,
traditions, and programs, we are able to best serve the whole child and not just an academic
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obligation. This creates a significant moral obligation to our students and our staff to act in a
manner in accordance to our beliefs and our faith (Goldburg, 2019). This has a direct impact on
the operations of our jurisdiction and the board’s approach to governance. The board has the
responsibility to ensure that the operations of the jurisdiction are in alignment with the mission
and vision (Ontario Public School Boards’ Association, 2018). As the mission and vision are
derived from the teachings of the church, the board is obligated to govern using the same set of
values.
Organizational Structure
ECS employs a very traditional structure with respect to hierarchy and culture. The board
members are the governors of the jurisdiction who are tasked with developing policy, hiring the
superintendent, and delegating authority to the superintendent through policy. The Education Act
indicates that the superintendent is the Chief Educational Officer and Chief Executive Officer for
the jurisdiction (Alberta Education, 2020a). Every employee of the jurisdiction reports to the
superintendent. Our board relies on a policy governance model approach to governing. As
superintendent I am responsible for ensuring policy deliverables and generating procedure. This
can present a challenge for both myself and the board. There is a battle between fiscal
accountability, measuring success, and determining value as typified in the neoliberal view
versus the Catholic view of developing the person as a whole (Buchanan & Chapman, 2014).
The tenant of forming the whole child (Miller, 2006) is difficult to measure or collect data on. It
is even more difficult to justify with respect to financial investment. This captures the complex
nature of the work of Catholic boards and their superintendent. Conservative leadership must
identify social standards and safeguard that all facets of education are congruent with societal
expectations of the education system (Gutek, 2013). The author continues that neoconservatives
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may take on a defensive posture towards more liberal values and approaches, which can result in
a return to more traditional, accountability focused approach centred on results. Finally, Gutek
posits that conservatives must resist liberal encroachment at all costs and must hold true to
foundational values and beliefs. As we are a Catholic Board, who we are is based on our
traditional teachings and values. As demonstrated above, this can provide a supportive role and
yet make change difficult to implement. This is perhaps best exemplified when controversial
topics arise. While tradition beliefs provide the response to the topic, those same views can make
it difficult to expand the depth and breadth of discussion on a particular point (Buchanan &
Chapman, 2014).
Organizational History
The Eparchy Catholic School jurisdiction came into existence on January 1, 1995. This
jurisdiction resulted from a merger of the two existing Roman Catholic Separate School
Districts, the first being established in 1911 and second jurisdiction to the west. A boundary
expansion in January 2004 formed a new Roman Catholic District next to the jurisdiction. This
District was amalgamated with ECS in 2007. Initially, the founding jurisdiction included many
religious as part of the staffing contingent and virtually all staff were of the Catholic faith.
Coupled with a lengthy history in the city, the majority of staff at ECS are also long serving staff.
Additionally, a significant number of staff and most trustees are former students. This adds a
layer of difficulty when engaging in change as many staff believe that we do not need to change.
They do not wish to engage in changing what they are comfortable with, which is long standing
practice and tradition.
Faith has been and always will form the cornerstone of a Catholic jurisdiction. While the
wording of the mission statement may have changed over the last 100 years, what remains a
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constant in a Catholic jurisdiction is the focus on developing the whole child. This includes
supporting the development of the social, emotional, academic, and faith components which
make up each individual student. Catholic school jurisdictions believe that parents are a child’s
primary teacher and that we play a supporting role in the education and development of the child
(Miller, 2006). This has not changed since the inception of the ECS, and it serves to inform the
mission, vision and values in which the jurisdiction currently operates.
Leadership Position and Lens Statement
This section of the organizational improvement plan highlights my role in the
jurisdiction, the agency that exists within that role and my chosen approach to leadership in
addressing the PoP. This provides the lens that I utilize when examining what needs to change,
as well as determining which approach is best suited to realize the change that is needed.
Superintendents in Alberta have the inimitable responsibility of ensuring that each
student in the jurisdiction they serve receives the best education possible (Goulet, 2021). While
this is a very noble and significant responsibility, the power to transform this responsibility into a
reality lies more in the relationships that I have as a superintendent (Wheatly, 2002) rather than
simply authority delegated to me by my board. Although I am the Chief Executive Officer of the
board, I do not have the ability to direct my board even though their actions can impact the
overall success of our students. Additionally, there is a clear and defined correlation between the
effectiveness of school board governance practices and student success (Delagardelle, 2008).
The power that I have to ensure student success is derived from influence rather than authority.
While I do have the authority to direct staff, for the purposes of this OIP, my focus is on the
ability to influence the board I serve. Philosophically I believe that it is important in order to
mobilize the collaborative process. This is accomplished through relationship building with the
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understanding that relationships are the foundation to building trust with the people that you
engage with (Duignan, 2014). The relationship between myself and the board needs to be one
based on trust as this will be the dynamo needed to advance through the improvement process.
Trust is a building block to a solid, relational foundation (Tschannen-Moran, 2014). A solid
foundation is essential to initiate the improvement process. Moving a board through the
improvement process towards becoming a more effective governing body is captured and
detailed in the SLQS.
Competent Leadership
When the Ministerial Order was released in 2017 the necessary competencies that need to
be demonstrated by superintendents were identified (Alberta Education, 2020c). The SLQS
codifies those competencies. A significant competency and one which is often neglected is
supporting effective governance. Supporting effective governance necessitates leadership. A
theory of leadership which I believe supports effective board governance utilizing influence over
authority is the leadership from the middle approach. As my leadership approach will be key to
the implementation of this OIP this leadership style warrants closer inspection.
Leadership in any system as Levin (2013) asserts must be engaged in a cycle of
unceasing advancement, which necessitates a confident approach. Levin suggests that it is
possible for educational systems to enter into a state of continuous advancement if the leadership
is confident in their approach. He does caution that over confidence can lead to problems and
therefore needs to be approached pragmatically. Additionally, he illuminates the need for trust as
an indispensable component of the leadership and improvement process. As a final note, Levin
highlights the significance of the setting that a leader is functioning in, which includes
community, administrative, and historic contemplations. I believe that confidence is both a
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philosophical and practical necessity in order to lead. While you can be a leader and not have the
confidence to make difficult decisions or challenge the status quo your effectiveness will be
limited. Additionally, the leadership approach chosen must be authentic to the leader. Initially
the servant leadership approach appeared to be a natural fit for me given that I am working in a
Catholic school jurisdiction. Upon closer reflection of this approach to leadership I find that I do
not default to the desire to serve and develop the desire in others to serve as well in my daily
practice (Northouse, 2019). To engage in any leadership approach therefore requires the leader to
authentically engage in the tenants central to the model. One such approach that resonates with
me is leadership from the middle.
Leadership From the Middle
Leadership from the middle as coined by Hargreaves and Braun (2010) illuminates the
key role that boards and superintendents play in generating the strategy and momentum
necessary to introduce and sustain change to the educational system. With respect to the
educational system, the government and related Ministry are at the apex of the system while
schools and teachers form the base (Fullan, 2015). Fullan shares that it is superintendents and
boards that are in fact in the middle. It is this key position which allows for superintendents and
boards to utilize the strengths of their professional networks to interpret policy and direction
from the government and implement it with the collective wisdom of the entire educational
system (Hargreaves & Braun, 2010). The authors also shared that there tends to be more
commitment to engage in strategy as this group has the ability to enact the change that they wish
to see. Leadership from the middle supports effective governance as it utilizes influence rather
than coercion to address the needs of the jurisdiction (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). As a
superintendent this leadership approach defines my agency with respect to both my role and my
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ability to influence change. Previous superintendents have tried to initiate significant change
which lead to a number of superintendents being released in a short amount of time and a teacher
lockout. Their chosen approach was to direct through the authority of their position. This
generated resentment and hostility from teachers and ultimately the board. The last two
superintendents prior to my arrival engaged in a status quo approach in order to stabilize
relationships within the jurisdiction. These circumstances leave me in a vulnerable position with
respect to initiating change or a departure from a status quo leadership approach. In particular,
any direction or authoritative action may result in staff and the board reacting based on their
prior negative experience rather than a reaction based on the current context. Addressing this
concern will require creating an environment based on trust in order to maintain a positive
environment within the jurisdiction. It is important to be intentional and authentic when engaged
in leadership and it is akin to being a gardener. While you can’t force a seed to germinate, you
can create a positive environment which will support growth (Irvine, 2018). An element of
humility is needed when leading others and is one of the most important skills required with
respect to the ability to influence others (Collins, 2001). This is of particular importance when
working in a Catholic jurisdiction.
Catholicity
Catholic superintendents must act in accordance with the foundational teachings of the
Catholic Church. This is both a key element and a contractual requirement as faith is not an
addition to leadership in a Catholic jurisdiction (Miller, 2006). This demonstrates the context that
a Catholic superintendent operates in. With this in mind, the ethos of a Catholic school division
and the significance of faith needing to be imbued within my work, influences the way I choose
to lead. As shared earlier, when the right environment exists a seed can flourish (Irvine, 2018). In
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addressing the PoP, a governance mindset must be developed in order to create the environment
for effective governance practices to grow and mature. Leading from the middle supports the
board by helping them develop a governance mindset through engaging in collaboration, deep
learning, and influence. It must be approached in an authentic manner which meets the
requirements of the jurisdiction and addresses the political and cultural circumstances that all
school division exist in.
Leadership Problem of Practice
After the implementation of the SLQS in 2019 (Alberta Education, 2020c),
superintendents are experiencing difficulty in providing information, advice, and support to their
boards with respect to effective governance practices (College of Alberta School
Superintendents, 2019). This is verified when trustees or senior administration are unable to
explain what effective governance practices are, or even provide a rudimentary definition of
governance. Examples include trustees not understanding the difference between governance and
management, trustees circumventing procedure to obtain a decision that they want, and trustees
operating outside of the board room in an official capacity.
The Gap
Boards recognize that there is a degree of uncertainty with respect to the roles of boards
and superintendents (Bradshaw & Osborne, 2010). This leads to difficulty in governing
effectively. Governance is a process of making decisions that set direction, engage stakeholders,
and define responsibilities (Seel & Gibbons, 2012). Additionally, governance is the use of
power, guidelines, and boundaries to achieve its goals (Gill, Flynn & Reissing, 2005). These
definitions are not universal. In fact, there is very little research regarding governance, which can
have a limiting effect on the understanding of what governance is (Johnson, 2005). This curbs
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the ability to support the growth of a board’s effectiveness which can have a negative impact
overall on the jurisdiction it serves (Waters & Marzano, 2006). There needs to be a continuous
process of board and superintendent development embedded into the governance model
(Leithwood, 2010). The author continues that this process generates the professional
relationships and collaborative synergy necessary for good governance to exist and grow. In
many cases the difficulty of engaging in board professional development is compounded when
trustees may feel that their employee, the superintendent, is instructing them on how to govern.
This is exemplified in the case of the superintendent being evaluated by the board yet the
superintendent is providing feedback on the board’s effectiveness or potentially lack thereof.
Additionally, boards are often unaware of the direct correlation between student success and
effective governance (Delagardelle, 2008). There is a direct connection between effective
governance practices and student success in that the more effective the board’s governance
practices are the more successful students will be (BCSTA, 2019). While boards may not directly
influence students and their learning, the decisions that they make impact the environments
necessary for student success (Delagardelle, 2008). Thus, it is vitally important for boards to be
engaged in governance practices which are effective.
Effective governance practices rely on an effective governance model (Carver & Carver,
2009). The Alberta School Boards Association (ASBA) created the Governing Through
Engagement and Collaboration Model (G-TEC) which is the most commonly used governance
model in the province (Alberta School Boards Association, 2019). It is important to note that
regardless of the model which is used attention must be placed on context (Bradshaw & Osborne,
2010). Boards do need to understand the model that they operate within, nevertheless effective
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governance relies on other factors such as understanding the moral imperative of the jurisdiction
and working collaboratively with the superintendent (Campbell & Fullan, 2019).
The Problem of Practice
As mentioned earlier, as superintendent I am the chief educational officer and chief
executive officer of the jurisdiction which I serve. Through the SLQS and the Education Act I
am charged with the responsibility of supporting effective board governance practices. This is
not as simple as it might first appear. To provide support to my board will require a collaborative
vision, a great deal of trust, and a shared understanding of what effective governance practices
are encapsulated in the model through which they govern. This role is made more complex with
the understanding that I may be viewed as instructing my employer and also the lack of
preparation of both the board and myself around understanding governance structures and related
approaches. Careful consideration must be given to how best approach supporting effective
governance practices. Trustees must be able to see the benefit and have a desire to improve.
Trustees may find it difficult to be told how to improve rather than engage in a generative
process in which they collaborate and define their own local approach. Additionally, navigating
this problem without being evaluative may prove to be challenging. A clear gap exists between
the board’s perception of what the roles of the board and the superintendent look like versus
what the roles of the board and superintendent need to be in order to develop a high functioning
board focused on student success. This gap is exacerbated when the SLQS demands that
superintendents engage in specific responsibilities and trustees try to engage in the same work.
From the perspective of superintendent, the problem of practice surfaces in the question, how do
you support the expansion of trustee and superintendent efficacy in developing an effective
approach to governance?
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Framing the Problem of Practice
Approaching the development of an effective approach to governance requires a
framework to operate within. The governance core provides such a framework (Campbell &
Fullan, 2019). Here the two authors examine the mindsets required of both trustees and
superintendents, coherence, governance culture, collaboration, governance jobs, and tools to
support governance. Central to this mindset is coherence theory as proposed by Fullan and Quinn
(2015). Coherence theory focuses on developing a significant understanding of our work that is
shared mutually among all members. The governance core framework does not supersede the
governance model utilized in my jurisdiction. Rather it supports it in developing key
understandings and approaches. When utilizing a coherent approach, boards become flexible and
adaptable to change and therefore are better able to achieve success as they define it (Bradshaw
& Osborne, 2010). Clearly the governance model utilized is secondary to the approach to
governing that trustees use within it to achieve success (Campbell & Fullan, 2019).
In order to understand how the board of ECS is in a position where trustees may not
completely understand the model within which it operates and its own approach to governance,
its history must be examined. It is important to examine the historical differences both locally
and provincially with respect to school boards and the provincial government in Alberta.
Political shifts as well as the structure in which the board and jurisdiction operates will be
examined. Lastly, this OIP is accompanied and informed by coherence theory. Coherence theory
provides for trustees to develop a common, deep understanding of why they are engaging in their
work and what their work is about. In addressing the PoP, this OIP is in essence about coherence
theory in application.
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Historical Differences
There is a significant struggle between publicly funded education and a board’s desire to
have local control over education in Alberta (Brandon, 2016). This is further exacerbated by
policy and regulation being developed by the government but having to be enforced by local
school boards. One of the major tensions between boards and their provincial counterpart is the
perceived wearing down of local autonomy (Seel & Gibbons, 2012). This tension increased
when in 1994 the Government of Alberta removed a board’s right to taxation of its constituents
(Government of Alberta, 1994). Many boards viewed this as a direct assault on autonomy
(Howell, 2013). To support regaining autonomy, the Alberta School Boards Association (2019)
created and recommended that school boards in Alberta adopt the G-TEC Policy Model. The
first adoption occurred in 2000, with most boards in the province adopting the new model within
a few years. The model uses policy development to work within a provincial legislative
framework in order to carry out the work of the board. The model, after being adopted
provincially, helped to defend board autonomy by having 60 out of 62 boards govern in the same
manner, with similar policy direction and be complicit with legislation and regulation (Alberta
School Boards Association, 2019). While the model utilized in Alberta may have survived for
over twenty years, the understanding of the model and its application in many circumstances has
not.
While the G-TEC model has had a long-term influence in our jurisdiction, other factors
also contribute to the historical context. The Calgary Diocese has a great deal of influence in our
jurisdiction. Additionally, it is very common to have students who have attended one of our
schools return as teachers. Not surprisingly, we have many long-term employees, many of which
have served the jurisdiction in excess of 30 years. This has developed a strong sense of culture
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and family within the jurisdiction. It also can create road blocks at times when initiating change.
Many do not see the need for change since things have been working so well for so long. Finally,
many staff have become comfortable with their environment and may not view the rewards of
change worth the risk. It is when addressing contextual issues such as this that a coherent
approach is needed.
Political and Structural Frames
The four-frame approach was created to support the understanding of organizations and
how they function (Reinholz & Apkarian, 2018). The frames are identified as structural, human
resource, political, and symbolic (Bolman & Deal, 2008). I have specifically chosen the
structural frame and political frame to help best understand the context in which the board and I
operate in. The structural frame, as Bolman and Deal (2008) suggest examines the design of an
organization and how this impacts its effectiveness. The political frame similarly examines
organizational process as a political exercise. When combined, these two frames will support the
core foundation of my OIP.
Political Frame
Boards of education in Alberta and Canada have experienced a tumultuous journey over
the last few decades (Ontario Public School Boards’ Association, 2018). Questions of whether or
not boards have any value continue to surface whenever discussion of funding or provincial
approaches to education are discussed (Howell, 2013). Additionally, as the needs of stakeholders
change and the demands placed on board increase, the expectations placed on boards have
evolved (Bradshaw & Osborne, 2013). This has led to uncertainty and to some extent disarray on
many boards as the context that boards work in has changed, but trustees have not adapted their
practice. Leithwood (2010) continues that more than ever, boards must now engage with the

18

Ministry of Education to maintain effectiveness and relevance. This includes the ability to have
input into a wide range of areas including curriculum, legislation, and collective bargaining. This
adaptation in practice may be more difficult for boards to accomplish as it requires a
comprehensive understanding that many simply do not have. Part of the difficulty may result
from boards not recognizing that they are leaders from the middle and not the top. Leadership
from the middle as discussed earlier, utilizes the collective wisdom from the networks of
divisions, trustees, and superintendents to provide upward support and influence of Ministerial
initiatives and work within the local context of the schools served to provide support to staff and
students (Fullan, 2015). By recognizing that they are middle level leaders boards can develop
their ability to govern effectively. By engaging in a coherent approach to their work, trustees will
develop the capacity to sustain the effectiveness of their governance practices (Campbell &
Fullan, 2019).
Structural Frame
All Alberta school boards have utilized a CEO model since the implementation of the
1988 Alberta School Act (College of Alberta School Superintendents, 2019). The Alberta
Education Act indicated that superintendents would now be both chief executive officers and
chief educational officers. As superintendent of ECS I am the only employee of the board. The
board of education consists of five locally elected trustees which all belong to a single ward. This
is a typical board structure in the province with the only variables being the number of trustees
and the number of employees which report to the superintendent. The structure of an
organization must not be taken for granted as it can have a direct impact on the success of the
organization (Boleman & Deal, 2008). The authors propose that as the structural frame relates to
strategy, goals, systems, and procedures. Furthermore, there must be a clarification of roles and
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responsibilities in order to be most effective. Finally, the authors conclude that the correct
structure for an organization is dependent on the context in which it operates. Given that this is a
task-oriented frame, this area may have the largest impact on board effectiveness.
With respect to the context of Alberta, most boards including ECS utilize the G-TEC
policy model (Alberta School Boards Association, 2019). This provides another structural
element to support the work of the board. The model, as highlighted by the ASBA, relies on the
development of core policies which set the direction for boards to follow (Alberta School Boards
Association, 2019). It is within this direction that the separation of duties and procedure occurs,
which is a centre piece of the structural frame as conceived by Bolman and Deal (2008). The
difficulty with the G-TEC model is that while it provides a framework upon which a board can
be structured, it does not act as a guide for effective governance practices. Relying on structure
alone, the model assumes that by following a set of policy and procedure boards will ultimately
be successful. Because of this, boards are left to their own devices to develop an understanding
of what effective governance is, how it impacts student success and, how do they generate a
governance culture on the board.
Significant Organizational Theories
When simply relying on the G-TEC model, boards will invariable interpret and develop
their own understanding of governance and their own culture. This will also be influenced by
internal and external factors which can change as political, societal, and social contexts change.
Boards therefore need to be able to adapt to contextual changes (Verkerk, 2019). Additionally,
they must conduct their work collaboratively as a coherent, well-informed body (Fullan &
Quinn, 2015). Underpinning this OIP is a foundation based on coherence theory and its
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application. When utilized it forms a conceptual roadmap to guide my OIP especially when used
in conjunction with an appropriate leadership framework.
Contingency Theory
The contingency theory of leadership was developed by Fred Edward Fiedler in 1964 in
his work “A contingency model of leadership effectiveness” (Fiedler, 1964). This approach is
similar to that of Hersey and Blanchard’s situational approach (Northouse, 2019). Additionally,
contingency theory focuses on the traits of a leader and the context in which they are operating
(Verkerk, 2019). Contingency theory proposes that if boards can adequately adapt to the
circumstances as they change they will experience success (Bradshaw & Osborne, 2010).
Furthermore, the authors suggest that the structure of a board will be impacted by the context in
which it operates. A relatively stable environment they contend yields a stable and procedural
approach to governing while uncertainty will require a more flexible approach to governance.
The contingent approach is important to my OIP because it focuses on the ability of leadership to
be flexible and adapt to the local context and environment. An effective response of educational
leaders and their boards to the various contexts in which they operate can lead to student success
(Hofman, Hofman & Guldemond, 2002). Once again, this fits well with addressing my PoP in
that the focus is developing an understanding of the governance model utilized in order for the
board to engage in the improvement process. Improvement requires flexibility and a willingness
to change. While I did initially consider this theory, I did find it to be somewhat limited in scope.
The need for the board and superintendent to be flexible is incredibly important as demonstrated
above. In my opinion a theory with a wider scope that will have a unifying factor is needed. As a
result of research, coherence theory appears to be a much more appropriate fit as it incorporates a
much broader scope.
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Coherence Theory
As proposed by Fullan and Quinn (2015), coherence theory provides a framework relying
on four key components that when executed synchronously support effective leadership. The
authors indicate that the components include focusing direction, cultivating collaborative
cultures, deepening learning, and accountability. Focusing direction centres on developing goals
and utilizing the entire organization to achieve them; cultivating collaborative cultures revolves
around creating the conditions to foster collaboration; deep learning emphasizes developing a
deeper understanding of the work while accountability revolves around internal accountability
and understanding how this impacts external measures (Fullan et al., 2017). The theory defines
coherence as being a mutual, deep level of understanding about why we do what we do and for
what purpose (Fullan & Quinn, 2015). This collaborative level of understanding is key to the
board developing effective governance practices. The four components then play a supporting
role in developing, maintaining, and enhancing coherence once established. The authors
conclude that while the theory provides a framework it does not provide a roadmap. Brown
(2006) shares of the importance of a roadmap and that boards must establish this in order to
maximize effectiveness. This is echoed by Johnson (2005) highlighting the importance of
creating learning and decision-making structures. The coherence framework informs my PoP by
focusing my efforts and those of the trustees on creating deep, mutual understandings of what
effective governance practices are and why. For a board to be effective the relationship between
board and district leadership is inextricably linked together (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). Boards,
the authors contend must be unified in a collaborative approach with a common purpose. This
must be accompanied with a close working relationship with the superintendent, the heart of
what they identify as a governance mindset. This theory, although intended for district wide
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application, can be distilled initially to support the work of the board which then in turn supports
the work of staff in the division and ultimately leading to student success.
Guiding Questions Emerging from the Leadership Problem of Practice
As a superintendent, engaging trustees in developing effective governance practices may
not initially appear to be challenging. When this issue is examined closely, there are a number of
questions which generate the PoP.
What Constitutes Effective Governance?
What does effective governance look like when a board is engaged in effective
governance practices? The most common approach to school board governance is through a
policy model (Sheppard et al., 2013). While a policy model approach continues to be popular, it
does not positively correlate with board effectiveness overall (Nobbie & Brudney, 2003). Ethical
decision making is a source of good governance; however, ethical decision making is subject to
trustees making a choice to act ethically, which does not provide a consistent approach to
effective governance (Ontario Pubic School Boards’ Association, 2018). What is needed is a
framework that provides an opportunity for trustees and myself to develop a coherent approach
to effective governance practices by collaboratively working through the process to identify,
learn, and employ the practices which will enhance student success (Campbell et al., 2021).
What are the Impacts of the Relationship With the Only Employee?
The most important relationship that trustees have as a board is with the superintendent
(Alberta School Boards Association, 2017). Through delegation many responsibilities are
deferred to the superintendent but the board retains the responsibility of providing overall
direction to the superintendent and by extension the jurisdiction. As the only employee of the
board I have a special relationship with the board that can be leveraged to initiate change. Using
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this leverage may have an impact that may be positive or negative. My leverage with the board is
one based on trust. Trust is critical to engaging in the change process (Duignan, 2014). The
challenge here is navigating this complex initiative with the board while ensuring that I minimize
any ethical concerns.
How do you Develop a Culture of Governance?
A third issue emerges as municipal elections occur every four years and with the election
comes the opportunity for new trustees to join the board. There are varied reasons for candidates
to run from a board both positive and negative (Mountford, 2004). Much of this the author
continues, is based on the amount of perceived power the individual believes they will gain
through election. There is a danger when candidates are elected on a platform to solve perceived
issues as this provides the opportunity for trustees to shift from a governance focus to a
management focus. Based on over fifteen years of personal experience working with boards, new
trustees often believe that they have more power to enact change than they actually have. During
this time of transition and welcoming new trustees onto the board much work must be done to
develop a deep understanding of the role of the board and of effective governance practices
(Ontario Public School Boards’ Association, 2018). The need to have an established culture of
governance is critical to the onboarding of new trustees as they are able to more easily adjust to
already established practice (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). The challenge here is how does a
superintendent initiate this work? A governance culture requires a governance mindset
(Campbell & Fullan, 2019). A governance mindset demands an essential understanding of all
operational elements of the jurisdiction. The authors conclude that there exists a positive
relationship between a superintendent purposefully engaging with the board to develop a
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governance mindset and overall jurisdictional effectiveness. This however requires a desire and a
vision for change.
Leadership-Focused Vision for Change
School boards were formed to govern localized education yet very little research has
occurred regarding what that means (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). The authors suggest that
education has become ever more complex, needing effective governance practices, yet very few
have stopped to reflect on what effective governance is. Through the SLQS, the Minister of
Education in Alberta identifies which competencies are required to be demonstrated by
superintendents. The competencies include supporting effective governance (Alberta Education,
2020c), yet there remains little common understand among superintendents as to what effective
governance means, including myself. Additionally, there is similarly little understanding of the
impact of effective governance. Both superintendents and trustees tend to focus on policy and
governmental relations rather than on governance (Sheppard et al., 2013). There is increasing
support for the notion that board governed school districts make a positive difference in the
education of students and their success (Leithwood, 2010). Canada’s education system is one of
the best in the world and is traditionally based on a policy governance model approach
(Sheppard et al., 2013). Furthermore, governance models can connect board members to the
larger public. This allows for a localized and informed decision-making process which meets the
needs of local constituents. Finally, the authors contend that an effective governance approach
can support policy development which is focused on the needs of the students they serve rather
than provincially directed initiatives. School boards need to develop a process which deepens
their understanding of governance for students and the jurisdiction to fully experience the
benefits of a governance model. Difficulties exist where trustees and their superintendent may
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not completely understand their respective roles. Specifically, a gap exists between the board’s
perception of what the roles of the board and the superintendent look like versus what the roles
of the board and superintendent need to be in order to develop a high functioning board focused
on student success. As the superintendent, I am charged with the responsibility of supporting
effective governance. As discussed earlier I believe that this must be generated from educational
networks, utilizing established relationships. The leadership from the middle approach
effectively supports this process by harnessing the combined learning of existing educational
networks (Hargreaves & Braun, 2010). Trustees need to understand that I do not view the
governance of the jurisdiction as being problematic but rather my intention is to engage in a
process of continuous improvement to increase the success of our students. This process will
require trustees to adapt and change which will move them out of their comfort zone. To
facilitate this process, a great deal of trust will be required of both myself and my board.
A Foundation of Trust
To help trustees feel comfortable with changing their practice, I will have to ensure that I
am working closely with them, keeping them informed and continually fostering positive
relationships. It will be an important part of the process to honour the local context of the
jurisdiction as well as the political arena that Alberta school boards operate in. It is critical
therefore to develop a relationship based on trust in order to support the board in becoming more
effective (Duignan, 2014). The desire to have a trusting relationship with your board must come
from a sincere desire to do so as it is a key driver of change. Essential to the foundation
necessary to build on is trust (Tschannen-Moran, 2014). Without a solid foundation, the
governance process will be based on policy and procedure instead of focused on stimulating

26

student success. To achieve success several priorities must be addressed in order to enable
effective governance practices.
Priorities for Change
In order to support effective governance practices, there are three areas that a
superintendent must focus on (College of Alberta School Superintendents, 2019). They include
utilizing a governance model, ongoing board development, and helping trustees engage with the
broader community and stakeholder groups to inform decision making. The College contends
that this focus will support a board in becoming effective governors in their chosen governance
model.
Within the province of Alberta there are some jurisdictions which are considered to
utilize an effective approach to governance and some that that continue to struggle (The Alberta
Teachers’ Association, 2016). While there are differences between the roles of trustees and the
superintendent there does exist overlap (Brown, 2006). It is in this area of overlap where
clarification of roles, responsibilities, and expectations are made. It is the role of the
superintendent to implement change and it is necessary that the board works collaboratively to
ensure the change is embedded in their practice (Brown, 2006). There is a need for clarity of
roles as a significant element in its governance model (Alberta School Boards Association,
2019). This process will require a great deal of trust between myself and the trustees in order to
be candid in discussing roles, responsibilities, and expectations. As mentioned earlier, this will
be an ambitious undertaking which will rely on strong relationships as trust will be required to
begin the professional development of trustees and overall level of coherence.
Relationship building will be a preface to building the internal understanding of trustees
in terms of what governance means and how it relates to the governance model we use and to
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student success. It is critically important for boards to be engaged in a continual process of
improvement (Leithwood, 2010). This continual process will yield many benefits. When trustees
understand their roles and what governance is they tend to remain as governors and avoid
stepping into management areas (Freeman, 2019). In my opinion this is also a benefit of
developing coherence. Coherence in turn can help the board keep its focus on monitoring student
outcomes. Not only do trustees need to focus on student outcomes but they must understand how
the system attains those outcomes (Freeman, 2019). Additionally, Freeman determines that while
board training can achieve many benefits it will require a commitment from trustees. It will
require an ongoing pledge resulting in a new paradigm of board training. Freeman concludes that
board members need to realize that their conduct makes a difference. Whether it is in board
meetings or how they relate to one another, all of these areas need to be scrutinized if the real
revolution required to support students in their success going to happen.
Student success can be defined in many ways. Trustees will need to understand what
success means to students, parents, and the larger communities served. Research demonstrates
that how trustees relate to one another as well as how they relate to the community is directly
connected to student success (Saatcioglu et al., 2011). For boards to relate better to one another,
the authors suggest that trustees need to focus on the sharing of information, developing trust
amongst each other, and having a shared vision. The authors continue that positive trustee
relationships are necessary in order to effective engage those they serve externally. How well
trustees relate to one another is dependent on trust with each other, which in turn enables them to
interact effectively with the public.
In order for trustees to engage with the public effectively they need to have a shared
vision of education and student success. This common vision demonstrates to the public that they
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are working collaboratively and that they are taking a stable, cohesive approach to governing. A
school board’s vision utilizes input from the community it serves and identifies objectives for
successful student outcomes (Ontario Public School Boards’ Association, 2018). The board’s
vision therefore is present in all aspects of effective governing. In order for trustees to effectively
govern, they need to involve the community (Brandon, 2016). Brandon continues that it is
through the engagement of community members by the board that an ethos of success in a
jurisdiction is generated and then reflected in its vision. This understanding is central to the GTEC Governance Model (Alberta School Boards Association, 2019). In order for boards to
effectively meet their obligations as identified in the Alberta Education Act, they must utilize the
strengths of the community they serve in order to govern effectively in this model and ultimately
generate student success (Alberta School Boards Association, 2019). It is through the utilization
of a formal governance model, ongoing board development, and helping trustees engage with
stakeholder groups to inform decision making that effective governance can be actioned.
Organizational Change Readiness
During my interview for the position of Superintendent I was asked how I would support
the board and their governance practices as required in the SLQS. I shared with the board that
this was in fact the focus of my OIP. Their question does not readily provide evidence of either
the recognition that they need to change nor their willingness to engage in change. As well, it
does not indicate that the board is aware of the impact that governance practices can have on
student achievement and success (BCSTA, 2019).
When we look at change we realize that we are talking about modifying culture more
than structure (Fullan, 2009). Structural change, particularly when boards and superintendents
engage in it collaboratively can be a challenge. Nevertheless, structures can impact change. This
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struggle is compounded as trustees may not work well with each other or with the superintendent
(Alberta School Boards Association, 2019). A significant responsibility of trustees is to ensure
that their priorities remain the focus of the work that a superintendent engages in (Lashway,
2002). Again, this can be challenging as sometimes the priorities of the board can be in conflict
with individual trustee wants.
Due to the questions posed during my interview, I would suggest that this is evidence that
the trustees are willing to engage in change. In addition, internal candidates did apply for the
superintendent position. I believe that because an internal candidate was not chosen, this
provides yet another indicator that the board desires change to some degree. Notwithstanding, as
the Ministerial Order came into effect on September 1, 2019 (Alberta Education, 2020c);
superintendents must demonstrate all of the competencies identified within. Every
superintendent will now have to demonstrate their ability to support the effective governance
practices of the boards they serve. This in part helps to identify why change is necessary. In fact,
it is critical to understand why there is a need for change prior to being able to develop a vision
for the future (Cawsey et al., 2016). Additionally, the authors suggest that organizational
readiness for change can be determined by the previous experience with change and how
malleable and adaptable is the organizations culture. The commitment of leadership to change
and how confident are stakeholders in the leadership of the organization impacts readiness as
well. Our readiness for change therefore will be examined in the context of risk (previous
experience), structures (adaptability), politics and power (commitment to change), and
organizational culture (confidence in leadership). This examination will demonstrate that my
organization is ready to engage in change.
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Readiness
Prior to engaging in change, it is important for organizations to be ready. Identifying the
reasons for change, identifying the intended results of change, and being committed to the
change process all must be in place prior to initiating change (Cawsey et al., 2016). The authors
continue that leadership needs to be able to describe why change is needed and what a potential
future will look like after the change is implemented. Contextual factors such as stakeholder
engagement and the type of data you have access to inform your decision making must be taken
into consideration. Lastly, the senior leaders in the jurisdiction must understand what their roles
and responsibilities will be when engaged in the change process and how their actions will
benefit the process overall.
Risk
As superintendent, I am one of the main change agents in the jurisdiction. This is in part
due to a deep understanding of the organization, related systems, as well as the culture of the
jurisdiction (Cawsey et al., 2016). The authors continue that leaders can be both change drivers
and enablers, and that resistance to change can be challenging yet provide unique opportunities.
Change is rack with confusion and risk (Holdsworth & Maynes, 2017). The risks for a
superintendent in this area can be substantial. A failed attempt at change could end in contract
termination. King and Stevenson (2017) highlight the importance for the relationship between
top down and bottom up leadership to be cohesive. To initiate change there must be coherence
between the planned change and the values and beliefs of the organization (Cawsey et al., 2016).
Additionally, coherence must be division wide in order for any change initiative to be successful
(Campbell & Fullan, 2019). The jurisdiction has experienced failure of change initiated by
superintendents. Yet in the last five years the experience in the jurisdiction has been positive,
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resulting in year over year increases in student performance on provincial examinations. This
was a result of a change in academic priorities and a focus on literacy, numeracy, and
educational leadership. I believe that this provides an excellent starting point to continue
implementing change in the jurisdiction as the board and stakeholders have witnessed the results
of change.
Structures
Structures also can impact on our change initiatives. One example is our administrative
procedures. Our administrative procedures have an influential bearing on change because they
act as a control mechanism on all employees working in the jurisdiction. The structures which
oversee the actions in a school can have a significant impression on effectiveness (Sheerens,
2015). Leaders involved in change must be cognizant of the environmental factors that exist in
their organization (Cawsey et al., 2016). Administrative procedures need to be developed to
address the numerous needs identified in order to support change. Furthermore, they must be
developed in a collaborative manner which not only supports the will of the board but also
empowers staff to attain the anticipated outcomes necessary for student success. The process for
developing administrative procedures is highly collaborative with input into the content and
design being provided from all stakeholders. Additionally, stakeholders are able to initiate
change to the administrative procedures which ensures a level of comfort that the procedures are
malleable and adaptable.
Politics and Power
My board’s use of power cannot always be used as a road map for effective governance
or student success. Nor can it be a source of confidence in terms of commitment to change. Due
to rank, individuals holding a place of authority can sometimes depend on their authority as a
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source power which may be viewed as coercive (Mittal & Elias, 2016). While it may not be
intentional, coercion can have a detrimental impact on the change process. This result, as
Holdsworth and Maynes (2017) contend, in decreased support from staff and an unwillingness to
work collaboratively. This approach to power will only last for a short time in terms of
effectiveness (Cawsey et al., 2016). As superintendent therefore, I must help the board focus on
governance activities to be truly effective. Additionally, I will have to provide support to staff
facing coercive actions.
Politics is the use of power to attain a desired result (Cawsey et al., 2016). In my context
I work with a number of long serving staff. Because of tenure in the division, staff at times are
able to exploit corporate knowledge to influence and sometime secure a decision that they would
like from the board. This use of knowledge power can cause a derailment in change initiatives
(Cawsey et al., 2016). To resolve this problem, I must initially build rapport and trust with the
staff that I work with. I have to acknowledge the strength and value inherent in this corporate
knowledge while developing trust. In addition, ensuring transparency and working through
multiple stakeholders will eventually reduce the negative impact of this political dynamic. This
will also have an impact on the culture of our jurisdiction.
Organizational Culture
Culture can affect organizational readiness for change. The board I work with is
comprised of five trustees of which four are former teachers. This poses a unique issue with
respect to change in that many of the trustees are former employees. As addressed earlier, many
employees do not see the need to change when the jurisdiction is successful. It is important to
note that a board’s common beliefs and approaches to decision making can hamper the change
process (Cawsey et al., 2016). This can interfere with the jurisdiction’s level of readiness to
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engage in change. Addressing this element will require a purposeful approach to developing a
governance mindset among trustees. As a result, trustees will begin to see themselves as
governors rather than former teachers looking after colleagues. With a renewed approach to
governance the board’s confidence in my leadership as well as their own leadership will grow.
The outcome of this should be an increased performance of the jurisdiction and overall student
success.
Chapter One Conclusion
The SLQS has been in effect since September 1, 2019. For superintendents desiring to
demonstrate capacity in supporting governance, the challenge for them will be to develop a
better understanding of what effective governance is. The roles and responsibilities of the
superintendent and the board are diverse, although there are areas that appear to overlap (Brown,
2006). It will be impossible for the superintendent to ignore the political realities of the job yet
this cannot be the only thing that holds the attention of the superintendent (Levin, 2013).
Demonstrating this competency is important not only for meeting the requirements of the SLQS
but also for creating improvement within the jurisdiction, ultimately improving the learning and
success of students. How a board engages in this work is important due to the impact of
governance on student learning (Saskatchewan School Boards Association, 2016). Boards can
have a significant impact on student success (National School Boards Association, 2014). It is
imperative therefore that the board is committed to developing effective governance practices in
order to secure it (Campbell et al., 2021). Based on my review of my board and the jurisdiction,
it is clear that my organization is ready to engage in this change.
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Chapter Two: Planning and Development
The previous chapter identified that my PoP centres on the issue of the Superintendent
and trustees need to develop efficacy in developing effective governance practices. More
specifically, a gap exists between the board’s perception of what the roles of the board and the
superintendent look like versus what the roles of the board and superintendent need to be in order
to develop a high functioning board focused on student success. In this chapter I will discuss
how my chosen leadership approach will move change forward with respect to my PoP. This will
include explaining my specific approach for leading change, and analyzing my organization in
terms of change readiness. Part of this discussion will also include the ethical issues that may
arise from the change process and how I intend to address each issue. Three possible solutions to
my PoP will be discussed as well as the leadership approach which will be utilized.
Leadership Approach to Change
Many of the current leadership theories and approaches have been developed decades
ago. While this does not immediately render them obsolete it may be difficult to utilize older
models of leadership in order to address new problems of practice. Initially, I had contemplated
servant leadership to support my approach to change. Upon reflection, I do not authentically
relate to this approach, even though as a Catholic leader it would appear to be a logical fit. A
new leadership theory, developed in Canada, specifically for education is leadership from the
middle.
Leadership From the Middle
Developed by Hargreaves and Braun (2010), leadership from the middle theory suggests
that superintendents and trustees can have a significant impact on change and student learning. In
fact, the authors suggest that middle leaders can generate and maintain the inertia required for
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change. Leadership from the middle is comprised of three interdependent concepts (Hargreaves
et al., 2018). The authors continue that the concepts include philosophy, structure, and culture.
Philosophy recognizes what effective educational practice looks like, particularly at the teacher
level and how best to enable teachers to be effective. Structure, the authors contend, utilizes the
power of interdisciplinary teams to generate success. This can include many individuals from
many different types of organizations which come together to support students in a manner in
which hierarchy and procedure do not interfere with the work of the group. Finally, a culture of
embedded professional collaboration focuses on candid conversations, built on a foundation of
trust amongst professional peers (Hargreaves et al., 2018). It is through this collaboration that
enables professional sharing and deeper learning. These three elements form the basis of
leadership from the middle and connect directly with the concept of system coherence discussed
in Chapter One in that the three elements engage leaders in the shared depth of understanding
which is central to coherence. Additionally, this approach relies on influence, rather than
coercion (Hargreaves et al., 2018). When you force someone to do something, you do not need to
have a shared understanding. My agency provides me with the ability to direct through position
and legislation. Direction is not leadership and is the opposite of a coherent, effective approach.
In order for effective governance to exist the board must be unified in a collaborative approach
with a common purpose and a governance mindset (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). The primary
focus of leadership from the middle is to have the middle focus on systemic objectives and
school level needs vis a vis the three main elements (Fullan, 2015). This theory supports the
work of the board in many ways and is applicable to school boards and superintendents when the
entire education system is examined (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). It is important to highlight that
within an educational context; most would recognize leadership from the middle as being in the
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domain of the school principal. It is therefore important to contextualize this discussion as it
relates to the provincial educational system. In this context, the Minister of Education and the
Ministry of Education serve as the formal leaders of education in the province of Alberta. Staff at
the school level are working directly with students and the community stakeholders. Therefore,
the board and superintendent exist in the middle between these two groups. When applied to the
schools in this manner, Campbell and Fullan (2019) share that the three core elements are
adjusted to include understanding government policy (philosophy), working with other
jurisdictions (professional collaboration) and liberating staff to work together (structure). When
all three elements are taken into consideration, they work together to increase the ability of the
middle (board and superintendent) to influence both upward (government policy and direction)
and downward (school level implementation). This in turn helps the middle be more effective in
terms of supporting the initiatives of the Ministry and better enables the middle to support
schools and teachers, which will lead to overall improvement (Hargreaves et al., 2018). Effective
governance results from harnessing the power of collaboratively working with other jurisdictions
to understand and interpret government policy in order to support the work of local schools
(Fullan, 2015). It is this work in the middle that promotes system coherence which is at the core
of effective governance (Campbell & Fullan, 2019).
Leadership from the middle synthesizes competing demands from within and external to
a jurisdiction (Katz et al., 2017). In the case of my board, the potential conflict would be between
the demands of government and the desire for autonomy at the school level. In this case, the
board and superintendent receive direction from the Ministry of Education and interpret an
localize the application of these provincial demands. This in turn supports the work of staff in the
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division with a certain degree local relevance, ultimately leading to student success, which is the
desired result of effective governance practices.
Supporting the expansion of trustee and superintendent efficacy in developing an
effective approach to governance will be the central to focus of my OIP. I chose the leadership
from the middle approach as I most authentically connect to the idea of influence over direction
and discussion rather than coercion. I believe that this leads to better collaboration and by
extension a deeper, mutual understanding of the work that must be completed. The leading from
the middle theory therefore supports the core application of coherence in my OIP. Additionally,
leading from the middle supports systemic change (Harris et al., 2019). When a board and its
superintendent are engaged in the deep understanding and dissemination of government policy,
they are demonstrating effective strategic governance practices (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). This
allows boards and superintendents to influence upwards with the government and downwards
with staff in the implementation and actualization of government policy, thus increasing the
effectiveness of staff and the system overall. This in turn enhances the effectiveness of the
board’s governance. Additionally, middle leaders are both strategic and tactical (Sinek, 2019, as
cited in Huebscher, 2019). Governance is, in some part, the connection between strategic and
tactical approaches (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). Maintaining improvements is dependent on the
middle taking on the mantle of leadership (Leithwood, 2013). Finally, this approach supports the
most sustainable improvement as it requires collaboration between actors rather than a top down
or bottom up only approach, thus engaging everyone in the improvement process (Fullan, 2015).
This system approach is a core element of effective governance (Leithwood, 2013).
While there are many benefits to leadership from the middle, there are some detractions.
Firstly, there must be a delineation of understanding between management and governance.
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Difficulties can arise when trustees view themselves as managers rather than governors, which
can be complicated by working so closely with the superintendent (Alberta Teachers’
Association, 2016). This can impact the change process as it can create confusion and frustration
and thereby create a loss of focus on what is most important. Additionally, collaboration requires
a sincere willingness to work together. Whether it is between system levels or jurisdictions, there
must be a sincere desire to learn from each other. Similarly, boards and superintendents need to
be confident that those they choose to engage with are ready and willing, (Ward, 2007, as cited
in Marzano & Waters, 2009). As the leadership form the middle approach relies on leveraging
the professional connections of the board and other jurisdictions, not all boards necessarily want
to engage in board to board collaboration. This can be particularly evident between public and
Catholic boards as these relationships can sometimes be tenuous (Alberta Catholic School
Trustees’ Association, 2021). Finally, leadership from the middle is complicated, and often relies
on leaders that have very little in the way of formal training to deal with these complexities
(Sinek, 2019, as cited in Huebscher, 2019). This can have a significant impact on the change
process as trustees who do not approach this type of leadership in a coherent manner will
undoubtably revert back to old, ineffective practices.
Leading From the Middle and Coherence
The leadership from the middle approach dovetails well with coherence theory in that it
requires leaders to develop a deep, shared level of understanding as a result of collaboration
(Campbell & Fullan, 2019). Furthermore, it identifies the board and superintendent as middle
leaders with their respective roles and responsibilities defined. As shared above, these roles and
responsibilities help trustees understand what is expected of them and frame the concept of
governance for them. While the approach requires learning and commitment, the understanding
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of trustee responsibilities should support their desire to learn, which is another core element of a
governance mindset (Campbell & Fullan, 2019).
Leading from the middle supports the coherence framework approach in a significant
manner (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). The authors suggest that because of the complexity of the
Ministry of Education, developing a coherent relationship directly between the Ministry and
schools would not be possible. The authors indicate that when leading from the middle, boards
and superintendents interpret Ministerial policy, work together with other jurisdictions to identify
best approaches, and then work with schools and administrators within the jurisdiction with
respect to implementation. The role of leaders in the middle is the space between strategy and
application (Sinek, 2020). Sinek suggests that leaders in the middle have to engage in a process
of translation. This process leads to the development of both trustees and the superintendent
which is linked to jurisdictional success through developing a common, shared depth of
understanding of their work (Campbell & Fullan, 2019).
Framework for Leading the Change Process
My PoP focuses on the problem of how to support the expansion of trustee and
superintendent efficacy in developing an effective approach to governance. Addressing this PoP
requires a framework to support leading the necessary change process in order to improve the
organization overall. Two frameworks which support this specific type of change are Nudge
Theory and the McKinsey 7S Model. Each are examined below.
Nudge Theory
Nudge theory, according to Thaler and Sunstein (2009) relies on prodding or nudging and
individual or group towards a desired change. Nudge theory hopes to elicit change through
intercession (Kosters & Van der Heijden, 2015). The concept revolves around the notion that you
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can influence behaviour and decision making through providing options which are more
palatable and lean in the direction you wish the organization or people to change. These options
can include small changes to the context in which people are working. One example would be
when encouraging the board to make a specific decision to let board members know that in a
neighbouring school division, the board has already chosen the option you are promoting. This
knowledge exerts a small bit of pressure on the board and nudges them towards the decision you
want them to make. Upon an initial examination, the theory appears to be a good fit when
addressing my PoP. Trustees do not necessarily like to be instructed or even led by their
employee, the superintendent and direction from the superintendent can make a complicated
relationship even more tenuous (Saskatchewan School Boards Association, 2016). Nudge theory
takes a less direct approach in moving trustees towards a desired approach to governing. There
are however a few limitations of nudge theory that may make it difficult to fully utilize.
Whitmarsh (2016) highlights three such limitations. The first being it is too simplistic in its
approach. The second being that the change initiated by nudge theory usually is short term.
Finally, there are ethical issues as nudge theory relies on a behind the scenes approach to
instigating change. Board governance is a complex endeavor (Alberta School Boards
Association, 2017). Thus, an approach which is too simplistic may not provide the depth
required to engage in meaningful change. Additionally, the intent of improving governance
practices with respect to this OIP is intended to be a long term, ever evolving process. Finally,
from both a Catholic view and a personal view, utilizing an approach that may even suggest that
there are ethical issues stemming from a behind the scenes approach is not one which is
compatible with how I would like to engage in the leadership of my jurisdiction. It would also
run counter to the leadership from the middle approach as collaboration requires teamwork and a
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desire to work with a degree of transparency (Reeves et al., 2017). The nudge approach fails to
develop a shared depth of understanding, and therefore does not support a coherent approach to
governance. Given the significance of the limitations of nudge theory, another approach needs to
be examined which may provide a better, more unified approach. The use of the McKinsey 7S
model (Waterman et al., 1980) provides such an approach.
McKinsey 7S Model
The McKinsey 7S model was developed in the late 1970s by Tom Peters and Robert
Waterman and has persisted ever since in being utilized by organizations (Channon & Caldart,
2015). The 7S model is a matrix of seven variables that or areas that rely on each other in order
to manage change. Bryan (2008) indicates that the seven elements of the model include strategy,
structure, systems, style, staff, skills, and shared values. Strategy, as Bryan shares, is a plan that
focuses on the competitive advantage of the organization and attaining goals which have been set
for the organization. Channon and Caldart (2015) highlight that structure focuses on how the
organization is organized or structured. Systems, they continue are the procedural approaches to
accomplishing the work of an organization. Bryan (2008) clarifies that style refers to the way
leadership and change is approached. Bryan continues that staff and skills refers to the
employees and their capabilities to employ towards achieving the goals of an organization. All of
these first six elements revolve around and interplay with shared values (Channon & Caldart,
2015). Shared values, as the authors maintain, are the core beliefs and values of the organization.
With respect to ECS, shared values would also pertain to the moral imperative of the jurisdiction.
Figure 1 captures the interconnectedness of the seven elements of the 7S model.
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Bryan (2008) explains that the design of the model displays the relationship between each
element as well as their dependence on one another. It is the interplay between the elements that
is critical (Waterman et al., 1980). The authors contend that if one element is changed, it has a
Figure 1
McKinsey 7S Model

Note. Adapted from “Enduring ideas: The 7-S framework,” by L. Bryan, 2008, March 1
McKinsey Quarterly. (https://www.mckinsey.com/business-functions/strategy-and-corporatefinance/our-insights/enduring-ideas-the-7-s-framework#). Copyright 2021 by McKinsey &
Company.
dramatic effect on the other. Similarly, if there is a failure in one area, it has the potential to
cause a failure in the whole organization. The shape of the diagram is important as it does not
create a hierarchy of importance with respect to the various elements, rather, each is to be
considered of equal value, given the effect that they have on each another (Waterman et al.,
2008).
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I believe that the McKinsey 7S model works closely with the coherence theory as
describe by Campbell and Fullan (2019) with one adaptation. The 7S model relies on alignment
between the elements. It is important to highlight that alignment is not the same as coherence as
alignment focuses on agreement where coherence focuses on a shared depth of understanding
(Campbell & Fullan, 2019). Coherence represents an understanding of the work that needs to be
accomplished (Fullan & Quinn, 2016). The 7S model will support my leadership in the change
process by providing a framework of important elements critical to the success of the jurisdiction
that must be examined for coherence. If coherence is lacking in certain elements it is there where
focus and learning will be applied. This fits well with my theoretical framework as this is the
emphasis of coherence (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). Upon closer examination of the McKinsey
7S model it becomes clear that all of the elements in the 7S model can readily be identified, and
all interact with the centre of the model which is similar to that of the governance core model.
Juneja (2020) shares that there are five steps to utilizing the model as conceptualized by
Waterman et al. (2008). These steps, after adjusting to a coherence making approach, include
finding which elements are not coherent, developing an optimal design for the organization,
determining the changes that need to happen, and finally implementing the plan for developing
coherence. After this process is completed another assessment is done to ensure coherence
between the elements. The application of this model in the context of my OIP takes a non-linear
approach. I believe that this is a strong fit, as the implementation of a solution to the PoP will
require an evolutionary approach rather than a linear, sequential approach. More specifically,
many elements of governance may need to be addressed at one time and even if they are
addressed in a specific order, they will need to be regularly checked to see if they are in
coherence. The 7S model provides the flexibility to do this type of check when needed rather

44

than following a more structured, sequential approach to change. These checks in fact will be
performed on a regular basis as once learning in one area has increased as it can create the need
to develop a deeper level of learning in another area.
Although this model does have a number of strengths, there are some limitations to its
application in addressing my PoP. Perhaps the most significant limitation of the 7S model is that
it only focuses on the seven elements as being critical to the success of the organization. It
therefore, as Juneja (2020) suggests, does not account for the external forces which may impact
an organization. Additionally, it may be difficult to accurately determine coherence and therefore
may limit the successful application of the model in managing change. It will be important
therefore to carefully analyze each element and have probing questions for each one to help
clarify the intent and purpose of each element contextually. Finally, I will have to ensure that the
7S model is coherent with my chosen approach to governance in order to fully benefit from the
application of the model. This will be explored in more depth in Chapter Three.
When combined, coherence theory and the 7S model form a strong, interdependent team
in the change process as there is a regular check for coherence. This supports the work and the
efforts of leaders in the middle, in this case myself and my board as the 7S model identifies what
is already working in terms of the jurisdiction, but also identifies areas that need deeper learning.
Leadership from the middle in this context relies on a systems level examination and application
of leadership. It is a strategy which relies on connections between divisions, the Ministry and the
schools which are served by the board (Fullan, 2015). These connections must be regularly
examined (College of Alberta School Superintendents, 2021). Through the 7S model, the
framework is provided to make such an examination yet is dependent on local coherence. For

45

these reasons, I have chosen the McKinsey 7S model as my central framework for leading the
change process.
Critical Organizational Analysis
In Chapter One, an analysis was conducted to determine why changes were required in
ECS. During this portion of the analysis I will move into examining more specifically the gaps
that occur between the actual state and the desired state in the jurisdiction. This work will
identify what elements need to change in order to address the PoP. Nadler and Tushman (1980)
propose that when an organization is functioning well it is because the various parts of the
organization have a relatively good fit. Conversely, if the organization is not running well it is an
indication of a poor fit between various parts of the organization. When the parts of an
organization fit well they are said to be in congruence with each other. It is through this lens that
ECS will be examined.
Congruence Model
The analysis of an organization begins with examining the inputs or the components that
an organization has at its disposal (Nadler & Tushman, 1980). The first input the authors propose
is environment. In the case of ECS, environment consists of the Ministry of Education, the
unions which staff belong to, and their respective influence as well as stakeholder groups. The
second input according to Nadler and Tushman is resources. With respect to the context of ECS,
resources will include employees, capital and time. The third input according to Nadler and
Tushman is the history of the organization. Finally, Nadler and Tushman identify the fourth input
as strategy. Strategy focuses on the moral imperative of the jurisdiction, the strategic approach
applied to achieving the moral imperative as well as establishing specific, measurable outputs.
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The analysis of an organization therefore begins with inputs and ends in the outputs of an
organization.
In the analysis of ECS, the inputs that exist play a critical role in the organization and
impact the overall effectiveness of the board. Specifically, the labour unions which represent
teachers and support staff have competing goals with the other major environmental element
which is the Ministry of Education (Alberta Teachers’ Association, 2016). This is evidenced by
the constant criticism which has taken place in the media between the parties over the course of
the last few years. Additionally, both of these elements have varying demands which are placed
on the jurisdiction both in terms of negotiations (financial resources) and instructional (new
curriculum, Ministerial Orders, etc.). At times, the demands can appear to be oppositional and
requires strong leadership from the middle to develop a deep understanding of how the board and
superintendent should navigate these issues in order to appropriately influence each group. The
demands in turn impact the second input which is resources. The board has been put into an
untenable position with respect to negotiations as the Ministry of Education has split local
bargaining into two distinct groups with one being local and the other provincial. This has caused
a great deal of difficulty with boards and is compounded with a new funding model which has
resulted in less revenue for the jurisdiction (Alberta Education, 2020b). This further limits the
ability to adapt to environmental concerns or issues as the model represents a completely new
funding mechanism with many unknowns as well as many anticipated changes as the model is
introduced over the next few years. The third of Nadler and Tushman’s inputs is organizational
history. This, as discussed in Chapter One, creates an additional layer of difficulty for the board
to move towards coherent operations. More clearly, the majority of the trustees on the board are
former teachers who were elected with a mandate to fix past issues from previous boards. The
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problem is that once elected, trustees learn about the scope and complexity of the issues present
and begin to view them through a governance lens. This in turn causes conflict as our staff
expect change to occur based on the election promises that trustees campaigned on. This external
pressure also impacts the strategy of the board. Most importantly, the moral imperative of the
board can be challenged at times. Additionally, there has not been a significant attempt to
support the board in closely examining and identifying specifically how they define the moral
imperative of the board and by extension, the jurisdiction. This has resulted in mission and vision
statements, strategic priorities, and procedures that have little to do with the actual operations of
the jurisdiction and little means to identify and measure specific outputs or student success. This
in turn presents a major issue with respect to the transformation of the board to one focused on
coherence making as there is currently no structure to generate or support effective governance
practices. Without such a framework the board manages from issue to issue rather than focusing
on organization and governance.
The congruence model emphasizes transformation which is reliant on organizational
components and how well they work together once the inputs have been applied (Nadler &
Tushman, 1980). The authors indicate four main components that need to be in congruence:
task, individual, informal, and formal structures. The authors explain that task is focused on the
responsibilities addressed by staff on a regular basis. Individuals include staff and related
stakeholders. The formal structure refers to what an organization desires to achieve and how it
approaches achieving their goals. Finally, the authors share informal structures: including ethics
and standards, the manner in which the organization conducts itself, and its procedures, both in
print and understood. Janse (2020) highlights that these steps include initially identifying
problem areas in the organization and examining the environment in which the organization
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operates. Historical and financial perspectives must be taken into consideration. Current
performance is to be examined and compared to desired performance. Subsequently, the gaps or
the problems between the actual and desired performance objectives and reviews are identified.
Finally, there is an examination of the level of congruence between the various components of an
organization, and develop a plan of action to address the areas lacking congruence. Figure 2
highlights the interplay and interconnectedness of all of the elements of the Nadler and Tushman
Congruence Model.
Figure 2
Nadler and Tushman Congruence Model

Note. Adapted from Organizational Change: An Action-Oriented Toolkit (p. 69), by T. F.
Cawsey, G. Deszca and C. Ingols, 2016, SAGE Publications. Copyright 2016 by SAGE
Publications, Inc.
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What to change
The task, or work of the board is governance. Additionally, everything that a board does
is governance (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). This definition yields precious little to identify what a
board does. For the purposes of this OIP, governance focuses on more than just developing
policies, it includes what the superintendent does, what the board does, and how the two parties
work together (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). ECS has just recently updated the board policy
manual in order to be in alignment with the new Education Act. Part of this alignment included
defining the roles of the superintendent and the board. While there is a clear delineation of roles
in policy, in practice the borders become blurred. The ECS board at times can focus more on
administrative areas rather than a strategic focus. There is at times a tendency to step outside the
policies currently in place in order to pass a motion to direct the senior administrative team on
how a specific issue should be addressed, rather than focusing on what issues should be
addressed. This problem is compounded by individual trustee desires and issues they believe
should be addressed and how they should be addressed. This causes a focus on short term
objectives and diminishes overall accountability to the constituents the board serves. These
problems impact the overall effectiveness of the board and by extension the jurisdiction overall
(Waters & Marzano, 2006). When examining outputs, one may assume that because the
jurisdiction is a high performing jurisdiction, the board is appropriately engaged in its work. This
may not be entirely true. Our organizational outputs such as stakeholder satisfaction rates and
student provincial achievement data results are high. Individual and group outputs shed light on
frustration levels as school administrators candidly indicate that they feel they have to
compensate and overperform at times in order to maintain student success. As discussed earlier,
the success of the jurisdiction may be due to the effectiveness of school leadership rather than
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effective governance. In the Nadler and Tushman model, we take a step back and examine the fit
between task and the other elements. Here we find that with respect to the task portion, there
may not be as much clarity among trustees as there needs to be, as trustees may not have a clear
sense of their role or understanding of effective governance practices. With respect to my PoP,
there are three areas that must be changed in order to support effective governance. The first area
is utilizing a formal approach to governance. The second area is understanding policy. The third
area is formalizing an orientation for trustees. Addressing these areas will provide clarity of both
role and effective governance.
A Formal Approach to Governance
The effectiveness of a board directly impacts the individuals working in a jurisdiction
(Delagardelle, 2008). The employees of ECS include the senior administrative team, teachers
and support staff. It is an important observation to note that four out of five current trustees are
former teachers. This personal experience has a direct impact on the functioning and processing
of the board. Many of the trustees worked in the jurisdiction prior to retirement, and all have
relationships with current staff. This has at times created a teacher-centred agenda for the board,
focusing again on management issues rather than governance. Additionally, when a decision is
made by senior administration that may be unpopular with teachers, teachers have at times
leveraged their relationships with board members to put pressure on senior administration to
change their minds. This generates an individual approach to managing, rather than a unified
approach to governance, which is what boards are mandated to do. This mandate is also
articulated in the policies adopted by the board. Upon closer examination, this situation
implicates the history of the organization and its people. The influence that staff and trustees
have on one another can cause an incongruence as there is no formal approach to governing in
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the jurisdiction, which leaves itself open to circumstances such as those identified above. A
formal governance approach would help bring these two elements into congruence.
Understanding Policy
The board policies adopted earlier this year represent the most up to date approach to
policy governance for the board. The policies also represent the most formal structure of the
jurisdiction. While one may assume that because the policies were recently reviewed and
updated that a sound understanding of the policies as well as the governance implications would
exist. This is not the case in ECS. While there was robust discussion regarding the policies both
individually and as a group, there remain gaps between development, understanding, and
implementation. This is demonstrated by the board on occasion having a willingness to step
outside of policy or suggest that they are guidelines rather than the structural framework they are
intended to be. Policy plays an important and central role in effective governance practices
(Alberta School Boards Association, 2019). This fundamental lack of understanding of how
policy frames the work of governance not only leads to potential ineffectiveness, but also can
potentially create legal issues regarding accountability for decisions made at the board table.
When a board adheres to policies which have been adopted, risk to the board is minimalized
(Bourgeois, 2004). Bourgeois continues that it is human nature to want to participate in decision
making, which can lead to problems with respect to risk management. It would appear then that
the formal organizational element is not congruent with both the people elements and the task
elements. Formalizing the policy framework and adhering to the framework will help support
bringing these elements into congruence.
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Trustee Orientation
The desire to participate in management decisions can often be part of the informal
structure of a board. This issue is exacerbated by a lack of a formal onboarding process for new
trustees (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). When a new trustee or group of trustees join the board after
an election, very little has been done to this point to formally teach them about effective
governance practices, how boards function, the purpose of policy and procedure and to develop a
level of coherence regarding the governance of the jurisdiction overall. When testing for
congruence, we find that this behaviour causes a great deal of incongruence to all other elements.
Not only can the effects be witnessed between the core elements, but we can also see the inherent
problems linked to this issue in the inputs and strategy components as well. Trustees must
develop an understanding of how an educational system functions, how an effective board
operates, and a switch from an individual perspective to a board perspective (Campbell & Fullan,
2019). This can be challenging; however, it is critical that issues such as these be addressed in
order to develop and maintain sound governance practices. This challenge is addressed by my
chosen leadership approach which focuses on middle leadership developing a deep
understanding of issues to be able to provide influence upwards towards the Ministry and support
to the school level as well (Fullan, 2015). This should help establish congruency overall, as well
as support and provide feedback to improve both inputs and jurisdictional strategy.
The relationship between the issues identified above and sound governance practices are
inextricably linked to one another. In examining these four core elements of the congruence
model, it becomes apparent that there is currently a congruent relationship between each
element, although the relationship may not be a positive one in many respects. In other words,
congruence may exist in ineffectiveness. It is through the careful examination of each element
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and the identification of what needs to change do we find the key solutions to addressing the PoP
which is focused on answering the question of how do you support the expansion of trustee and
superintendent efficacy in developing an effective approach to governance? The Nadler and
Tushman model have many benefits as identified above. There are some limitations which do
exist with this model that can create potential drawbacks in its application.
Implementing the approach as described by Nadler and Tushman could take a lot of time
and be a relatively expensive approach for an organization to engage in (Basu, 2020). Basu
identifies a second issue in that there is a lack of a formal process in terms of approaching and
utilizing the eight steps of application and therefore leaves a certain level of ambiguity with
respect to how this work should be done. Finally, the author suggests that even if congruence is
lacking between some elements, this does not automatically create a gap or a problem on its own.
I have chosen the Nadler and Tushman congruence model as my central framework for
the critical analysis of my jurisdiction. Specifically, I believe that it is closely aligned with the
coherence theory as described by Campbell and Fullan (2019). This model works well with
coherence theory although it should not be confused with coherence. As mentioned previously,
coherence represents a deep, common understanding of the work that must be done (Fullan &
Quinn, 2016). Congruence represents elements being in agreement or fit (Nadler & Tushman,
1980). It is my contention that while coherence and congruence have different meanings, the two
concepts play a supporting role with one another. The congruence model permits the
superintendent to evaluate the extent to which changes are necessary as well as the effect the
changes will have on people. The coherence model concentrates the focus on ensuring that
everyone understands, deeply, the work that must be accomplished (Campbell & Fullan, 2019).
The approach to generating congruence must come from examining what is happening currently
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in the organization (Nadler & Tushman, 1980). The action plan must be developed based on how
and where the organization is operating currently. One of the limitations of the congruence
model is that it is time consuming (Basu, 2020). While this would be a legitimate concern when
engaged in the coherence making approach as described by Campbell and Fullan (2019), this
represents a benefit. The coherence making approach relies on continual improvement and not a
one-time attempt at solving a problem. Additionally, coherence theory can provide the necessary
framework for applying a congruence approach in that it focuses on specific attributes such as
trustee and superintendent mindsets that must be in congruence with each other (Campbell &
Fullan, 2019). Finally, just because two elements may not fit well, it may not necessarily lead to
a problem (Basu, 2020). The coherence making approach clarifies that a unified approach to
governance does not require all elements to be in congruence, rather, they must be deeply
understood by all board members (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). Difference does not equal a
problem, rather it provides a different perspective.
When combined, coherence theory and the congruence model form a strong,
interdependent team in the change process. This work supports the efforts of leaders in the
middle, in this case myself and my board, as the congruence model identifies what is already
working in terms of the jurisdiction and also provides tools to make improvements. Leadership
from the middle in this context relies on a systems level examination and application of
leadership. Through the congruence model, the framework is provided to make such an
examination, yet is dependent on local coherence.
Possible Solutions to Address the Problem of Practice
This section will review three possible solutions to address the PoP. Each potential
solution will be discussed, highlighting the advantages, disadvantages and required resources for
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each. Finally, a choice will be made with respect to which solution will address the PoP and
engage coherence most effectively. This solution will then be more fully developed in Chapter
Three. The three possible solutions are discussed below beginning with option one.
Option One: Maintaining the Status Quo
As shared earlier, the superintendent leadership quality standard demands that
superintendents be able to support effective governance practices (Alberta Education, 2020c).
While this is a competency that must be demonstrated, it does not mean that the board will want
to engage in effective governance practices. This makes addressing a PoP grounded in expanding
trustee and superintendent efficacy in developing effective approaches to governance more
difficult. Change can be difficult for trustees (Zlotkin, 1993). This is especially difficult if the
jurisdiction is a high performing school jurisdiction. Such is the case in ECS. The jurisdiction
has, for the last seven years, outperformed the provincial averages in student achievement year
over year. Trustees may view these results and question the need to change what appears to be
working. Additionally, as many of the trustees have served two or more terms, there is a comfort
that exists with continuing on with how things have always been done. Furthermore, the
provincial body which supports trustees, the ASBA, only provides professional development
opportunities twice a year to trustees. The majority of these professional development
opportunities are focused on topics of a general nature and not specifically on developing local
effectiveness in governance. This context can set trustees on the path of becoming self-referential
(Leithwood, 2010). The desire to maintain the status quo is also a personal temptation. Many
superintendents view an effective board as one that does not interfere with their work, asking few
questions and making few demands (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). Currently, the board that I serve
does not participate in a great deal of micromanaging. There is, admittedly, a nervousness on my
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part to engage in developing trustee efficacy with respect to governance as this may in fact create
more work and responsibilities for myself and the team I work with. This is particularly true
should the efficacy develop into negative approaches rather than positive approaches to
governance. Although this work is vitally important to a board’s improvement, the temptation to
do nothing, can be understandably strong (Campbell & Fullan, 2019).
The case for maintaining the status quo has many strengths. Firstly, it would be the most
efficient in terms of time, financial expenditures, and maintaining relationships. As mentioned
previously, the ABSA does provide two professional development sessions per year to trustees
provincially. These normally take place during their general meetings. There is no additional cost
to the jurisdiction as trustees are already attending their general meeting as association members.
Additionally, there is no required planning on the part of the superintendent. Finally, the ASBA
is a trusted provider to trustees and therefore trustees normally do not disagree with participating
in their organization’s professional development. They do not view this as a threat to their
authority. As identified in Chapter One, a final area of potential difficulty lies in the aspect that
while this process should be led by the superintendent as identified in the SLQS (Alberta
Education, 2020c), the board may believe that their employee should not be leading this process.
By maintaining the status quo, the potential for conflict between the board and myself
diminishes. There are however a number of negative aspects with maintaining the status quo.
Maintaining the status quo, while potentially the easiest option to engage in does have a
number of drawbacks. The first drawback is that student achievement may be high in the
jurisdiction despite the actions of trustees. Maintaining the status quo puts a tremendous amount
of pressure on the senior administrative team and school teams to support student learning and
achievement regardless of the decisions made by trustees. A second drawback is that maintaining
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the status quo relies on outside expertise and does not address the local context of the jurisdiction
or the needs of the trustees. As previously mentioned, the ASBA professional development
opportunities are intentionally general in order to appeal to a broader audience. This does not
provide trustees the opportunity to develop and grow in areas specific to their own personal
needs or to develop the deep, shared understanding that a board must have to be effective
(coherence). One such example would be focused on developing a better understanding of the GTEC model utilized by the board (ASBA, 2019). A third drawback is that maintaining the status
quo would appear to require very little resources. Upon initial review, this would appear to be a
benefit, yet this is not entirely accurate. Ineffective governance practices of a board can lead to
making poor financial decisions, which over a long period of time can cause resources to be
deployed in ineffective ways which can impact student performance (Saskatchewan School
Boards Association, 2016).
Option Two: Focus on Understanding the G-TEC Model
As mentioned in Chapter One, most boards including ECS utilize the G-TEC policy
model (Alberta School Boards Association, 2019). This provides another structural element to
support the work of the board. The model relies on the development of core policies which set
the direction for boards to follow. It is within this direction that the separation of duties and
procedure occurs and clear roles and responsibilities are intended to emerge. It is important to
have an informed structure in place as the quality of the structure directly impacts the overall
effectiveness of the organization (Boleman & Deal, 2008). In fact, structure plays a key part in
overall effectiveness (Martin & Herrero, 2018). Finally, Sonnenfeld (2002) highlights the
significance of structure and adds that there are other factors which have an additional impact on
board effectiveness. Structure therefore would appear at the outset to be a perfectly valid area to
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focus on in order to begin developing trustee and superintendent efficacy in utilizing effective
approaches to governance. The G-TEC model was developed in Alberta for the ASBA (Alberta
School Boards Association, 2019). Implementing this model provides a detailed framework for
boards to operate within. When a board has a sound framework to operate from, the framework
acts as a central support to effectiveness (Ontario Government, 2009). Thus, there is much in the
way of support for boards to focus on the structural elements of governance. Additionally, as
much of their work as a board is captured in the G-TEC model, it will be important for my board
to fully understand their roles and responsibilities. Structure for a board provides for clarity of
purpose (Government of Ontario, 2009). With clarity of purpose, effective governance can
flourish (Saskatchewan School Boards Association, 2016). It is through the utilization of a
framework that trustees are best able to address the nuances of their local context, thus allowing
them to effectively address the needs of their constituents and by extension staff and students
(Government of Ontario, 2009). Trustees feel that effective governance must address local needs
(Galaway et al., 2013). This includes local autonomy, local culture, finances, the regulation of
teachers, and working with government. By addressing these needs, trustees may feel engaged in
their work as a board and therefore start to develop sense of efficacy in developing an effective
approach to governance. It is impossible, however, for a board to use a model effectively if they
do not understand it (Carver & Carver, 2009). Again, highlighting the importance of model and
related impact on effective governance. Most trustees view this as their central work and role
(Galaway et al., 2013). This notion therefore would make the implementation of a professional
development approach regarding the G-TEC model somewhat easier as trustees already
recognize the value and significance of the model. As the model was developed in Alberta for
Alberta school boards, the ASBA provides the professional development for trustees.
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While this focus may be attractive to trustees and thus make it easier to utilize in
addressing the PoP, it does have a number of limitations as well. While a deep understanding of
the policy model is imperative (Carver & Carver, 2009), this approach provides for a very
limiting perspective of governance overall. While the governance model has been demonstrated
to have an impact on board effectiveness (Ontario Government, 2009) it is not the only factor.
That is to say, effective board governance is comprised of many elements that work in unison
with each other. Additionally, it has already been highlighted in Chapter One that trustees do not
enjoy professional development as a group, and therefore even though they may find the topic
important, they may not actually want to engage in learning more about it (Brown, 2006). Even
if the board does develop a better understanding of the G-TEC model, there is no guarantee that
they will implement their understanding as the model only addresses governance through the
lens of policy and procedure and does not fully account for all of the other elements, such as
collaboration, which lead to overall effective governance practices. This results in a lack of
coherence as the deep learning of trustees and myself would be focused on a very limited area of
governance. There is also a lack of published material regarding the model and therefore creates
a dependency on the ASBA. This represents one of the more significant implementation costs in
terms of resources as ASBA consultants must be hired to provide the information. Additionally,
although the model places the board in a better position with respect to making financial
decisions from a procedural perspective, the framework itself does not guarantee that resources
would not be wasted based on uniformed decisions. Finally, time will be required of both the
board and the senior administrative team to engage in professional learning about the model and
then to continue developing related policy, procedure, and planning. With all of the above
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limitations discussed, the model of policy governance utilized by the board still remains an
important element in effective governance, it is simply not the only one.
Option Three: Utilizing the Governance Core Approach
The policy model utilized by a board while important, is not directly linked to effective
governance (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). The authors contend that a focus on the core elements of
governance will lead to effective governance rather than simply relying on the structure of a
policy model. The core elements as identified by Campbell and Fullan (2019) create a foundation
for efficacy to begin to develop. The elements include the moral imperative of governing, the
trustee governance mindset, the superintendent governance mindset, onboarding new trustees,
and governing for efficacy by integrating coherence.
The moral imperative of any school board lies in the commitment to student learning and
developing the necessary relationships, strategies, and values in order to ensure that all students
will learn (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). This, the authors suggest, goes much further than vision
statements as vision statements focus on intent and lack the actionable plan for implementation
and often are created and then forgotten about. This moral purpose that has been identified is
imbued into all of the decisions and actions that a board engages in. These include areas such as
not allowing an achievement gap, hiring excellent teachers and providing a safe learning
environment (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). The authors conclude that the moral imperative is the
foundation that governance mindsets are built on.
The governance mindset is a strategic focus on systems (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). The
authors highlight that governance is focused on policy and developing strategic direction, not on
administration or management. The development of a governance mindset is incredibly
important to a board and superintendent as it serves a very similar role to that of the training
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administrators engage in to effectively run their schools. This skill development focuses on
acting in a unified, cohesive manner which is directed by the moral imperative of the
jurisdiction. By developing this skill, board members go beyond acting as individuals and
become part of the system as a single entity (Campbell & Fullan, 2019).
Trustees do not exist as a group of individuals, but rather only exist as a group of one
(Brown & Brown, 2011). As each trustee enters the boardroom as an individual, there needs to
be a unifying force that supports cohesion amongst trustees. This cohesive force is the trustee
governance mindset (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). The authors suggest that the trustee governance
mindset lies in understanding what a governance board does and how individual trustees can
support this work. Additionally, this mindset clearly delineates between governance and
management. This mindset focuses on systems thinking, focusing on strategy, learning in a deep
manner about their roles, and the manner in which trustees approach their role and that these four
elements must be coherent in order to be successful. (Campbell & Fullan, 2019).
The success of a jurisdiction, and therefore the students it serves is not solely the
responsibility of the board of trustees. Superintendents have a large part to plan in a jurisdiction’s
success (Leithwood, 2013). Superintendents need to view the board as a vital part of the system
of education in their jurisdiction (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). The authors compound this issue by
identifying that there is very little training for superintendents with respect to governance. This
can result in superintendents either not engaging with their board in governance or by
minimizing the impact of the board. Finally, Campbell and Fullan conclude that superintendents
must take a purposeful approach to governing with their board and engaging in board governance
issues. When this occurs, the superintendent is operating within a governance mindset. This
requires a significant understanding of effective governance and how a superintendent can
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support its establishment. One of these strategies that a superintendent must understand is the
welcoming of new trustees into the board.
Trustees often run or are encouraged to run, yet most will have little formal training in
what governance is really about (Brown & Brown, 2011). The authors continue that when
trustees do receive training, it is either by means of receiving an association handbook, or
attending a one size fits all conference, which ignores the local context in which they will be
operating. The onboarding process is of critical importance to welcoming new trustees to the
board (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). The authors expand that this process allows for trustees to
learn of the moral imperative of the board, be introduced to the culture of the board, begin
development of a trustee mindset and finally it serves to refresh current trustees. To
meaningfully sustain a positive governance culture, new trustees must be brought onto the team
through a purposeful, inclusive manner (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). It is through this process that
trustee and superintendent efficacy begins to form.
An effective board has trustees that have a strong sense of governance efficacy (Schmidt,
2015). As trustees and superintendent work together, they begin to better understand each other
and learn how to interact with each other (Schein, 2017). Boards choose whether they will be
efficient or not by choosing whether they will operate in a cohesive manner or not (Campbell &
Fullan, 2019). Trust is important (Tschannen-Moran, 2014), but trustees and superintendent must
be able to work together towards the moral imperative of the board. It is through the
development of a governance infrastructure that boards are able to achieve success and that
trustees and superintendents are able to participate in a meaningful, engaged manner (Campbell
& Fullan, 2019).
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To implement the Governance Core Model requires developing infrastructure. Although
developing an infrastructure would appear to be straightforward, one of the major limitations to
this model is that there is a tremendous amount of preparation and learning necessary to have a
board of trustees get to this juncture. My chosen theoretical framework provides the necessary
support to engage in this development. Specifically, coherence is made of four critical elements
consisting of focused purpose, collaboration, deep learning and accountability from within which
provide a roadmap for moving forward and because of the interdependency of the elements,
keeps evolving (Fullan & Quinn, 2015). Additionally, the success of the above-mentioned
solution assumes that trustees will agree that this is the path forward for them to take. While I
personally agree with the approach that Campbell and Fullan provide, its success is largely based
on the assumption that trustees will engage and agree with this approach. It in fact may take quite
some time for trustees to even agree to the initial stages of this approach or may want to rely on
outside experts to tell them what they need to do. Time also represents one of the first resources
that will be needed in order to implement this option. Time will be required to learn about the
model, as well as financial resources to cover the costs of professional development. Time will
also be required to engage with trustees outside of the normal board meetings, which presents a
significant cost to the senior administrative team in terms of personal time. There will also be
professional development activities for trustees outside of the work completed by the senior
administrative team that will require financial support. From a leadership perspective, because of
the focus on systemic coherence, I believe that the leadership from the middle approach
supplements the governance core solution.
I have provided three potential solutions to addressing my PoP. Each has its merits and its
limitations. The first solution being maintaining the status quo is perhaps the easiest in the short
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run to do, although it does precious little to address the PoP. Additionally, this option creates the
largest potential to waste financial resources and most importantly is not linked to improved
student outcomes. The second proposed solution focuses very narrowly at the policy governance
model utilized by my board and the process of educating them on it. There is an underlying
assumption that as they become more intimately engaged with the model, they will become more
effective in terms of governance as a result. Like the first option, the limited nature of this choice
may result in wasted resources and does not directly address student success. It does provide a
framework for the board which should help address potential issues, if the board follows the
model. The third solution presented focuses on implementing the governance core approach
advocated by Campbell and Fullan (2019). This approach, in my opinion, addressed the PoP in
totality. There is an underlying focus on building board and superintendent efficacy and
enhancing board effectiveness. It highlights major areas of focus which need to be developed,
such as trustee and superintendent mindsets as well as developing an appropriate governance
infrastructure to support the work of the board. Most importantly, this model keys in on the
method and approach to growing and sustaining this new culture once established. This is of
critical importance as boards have the potential to change in composition every four years in
Alberta through election. After comparing and contrasting the three possible solutions shared
that I would choose the final solution as my approach to solving my PoP.
Leadership Ethics and Organizational Change
The primary focus of this OIP is to support the expansion of trustee and superintendent
efficacy in developing an effective approach to governance. Central to this process will be
developing a foundation of trust and coherence with trustees. Trust is critical in the change
process and must come from a place of authenticity (Duignan, 2014). Tschannen-Moran (2014)
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expands on this idea and suggests that it is the cornerstone to the foundation upon which any
relationship will be developed. Not only does trustworthiness further the success of an
organization, it also is expected from stakeholders (Gillespie & Dietz, 2009). Finally, Gillespie
and Dietz share that trust is a fundamental building block to the overall ethical behaviour of an
organization, which would include the change process.
Engaging in change is a significant component of leadership (By et al., 2012). The
authors suggest that central to the change process is ethical conduct. This is extended by their
proposition that the leader’s ethical standards must align with those of the organization. When
engaged in the change process or leadership itself, a number of ethical issues can arise. With
respect to my PoP, there are three potential issues that arrive when addressing the problem with a
possible solution. The first issue is engaging in change to make my job as superintendent easier.
The second issue is trying to keep the focus of the trustees on the moral imperative of the
jurisdiction rather than their own personal agendas. The final issue is once the desired change has
taken place and trustees have well developed sense of efficacy with respect to engaging in
effective governance, will I as the superintendent want to maintain this change. Fortunately, the
leadership from the middle approach provides an excellent framework to support and address
any potential ethical issues which may arise. Leadership from the middle requires leaders to
display qualities such as trust, integrity, ethical relationships and honesty (Abun et al., 2017). In
fact, these are the fundamental building blocks for leadership from the middle. In the context of
this OIP, this would apply to both the trustees and myself.
Trustees must also be taken into consideration when reviewing ethical considerations.
Trustees have a fiduciary responsibility to make decisions that are in the best interests of the
stakeholders that they serve which includes students, parents, staff and the larger community
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(Alberta School Boards Association, 2017). Not only then do trustees have a moral obligation to
perform their duties ethically, but they also have a professional one which is captured in the
Alberta Education Act (Alberta Education, 2020a). The purpose of this fiduciary responsibility is
to ensure that trustees are representing the stakeholders they serve, and not their own personal
needs or agendas.
Change to Make my Job Easier
There exists a temptation of superintendents to minimize trustee engagement (Campbell
& Fullan, 2019). This concern is highlighted with respect to the ethical implications of
potentially influencing the values of an organization to align with the personal values of the
leader (Griffith, 2007). This would be potentially tempting as the formal leader of the
jurisdiction. As there is an overlap and potential grey areas that exist between governance and
management (Leithwood, 2015), this is a common difficulty experienced by many Chief
Executive Officers (Bush, 2017). As a superintendent, the easiest way to minimize trustee
interference in my role is to isolate trustees as much as possible from the decision-making
process (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). This creates an ethical dilemma as trustees would be making
decisions without having full knowledge of all the facts. Thus, they would not actually be
making an informed decision but rather ratifying a decision that I made. Collaboration, as
Griffith (2007) shares is the key to minimizing ethical concerns. Collaboration is also a keystone
in the governance core approach (Campbell & Fullan, 2019) and a hallmark of leadership from
the middle (Hargreaves & Braun, 2010). A superintendent’s governance mindset demands an
ethical approach to supporting trustees (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). This then becomes a question
of overall commitment to the change approach and leadership from the middle framework which
will be utilized in the process of addressing the PoP. To fully engage in the governance core
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approach requires total commitment from the superintendent as it will be my responsibility and
largely my efforts that initiate this work. The reasons for engaging in this work to address the
PoP serve as the first litmus test of ethical conduct and will act as a uniting thread for the various
patchwork of issues that will need to be address along the change continuum.
Moral Imperative
Initially, when reflecting on potential issues that may arise ethically, a moral imperative
may seem counterintuitive to present itself as an issue. With respect to governance, trustees may
lack the ethical responsibility of focusing on the moral imperative of the school jurisdiction.
Additionally, even if they recognize it, they may not believe it is necessary or want to have that
as a focus of the board, choosing rather to focus on individual issues or concerns such as
advocating for a former colleague or family member. Fortunately, the concept of a moral
imperative for a school jurisdiction is captured in the governance core approach (Campbell &
Fullan, 2019). Campbell and Fullan explain that central to the work of a board in practicing
effective governance is focusing on the moral imperative not only as a reminder of why they are
governing but also it serves as a litmus test for decisions to be made and whether or not the
decisions are in alignment with the moral imperative. Similarly, a focus on core values can help
keep leaders focused on the greater good and not their own individual pursuits (Peterson et al.,
2012). Scharif and Scandura (2014) highlight the importance of leaders being trusted in the
change process, with a great deal of this trust relating to ethical conduct. It is through the focus
on the moral imperative of the jurisdiction that trustees and I can demonstrate trustworthiness to
our staff, stakeholders and each other.
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Ethics of Maintaining Change
In addressing the PoP which deals with creating trustee and superintendent efficacy in
developing an effective approach to governance, once a desired change has happened there may
be the realization that now trustees are more involved in the decision-making process, even if
appropriate. As discussed earlier, there is a tendency for board responsibilities and
superintendent responsibilities to overlap (Gill et al., 2005). While this may cause tension, it may
certainly increase the potential for greater tension if the overlap is increased by design. The
governance core approach indicates that this is to be expected and embraced (Campbell &
Fullan, 2019). Should the focus on the moral imperative remain constant, and a leadership from
the middle approach be taken to address meeting the needs of the board, then, as Campbell and
Fullan suggest, a coherent approach to governing will emerge. This may prove more difficult to
work with than it may appear. It is important for trustees to develop skills in order to govern
(Ontario Public School Boards’ Association, 2018). These very skills will allow for trustees to be
much more engaged in the governance process and in turn govern more effectively. It will
require developing a relationship based on trust, particularly with a sincere desire on my part for
the board to engage not only in the core governance approach but also to engage in the real work
of the board that comes with successful application. Many superintendents would prefer not to
engage their board in this manner, keeping them out of their area of responsibility (Campbell &
Fullan, 2019) as this will serve to keep their job easier. It will require reflection and an authentic
approach to engaging the board in this manner to begin developing a sense of efficacy with
respect to governance. Addressing this PoP will rely on both a core governance approach as
developed by Campbell and Fullan (2019) and the inherent strength of the leadership from the
middle approach to be successful.
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Chapter Two Conclusion
In this chapter, I addressed the planning for change component of my OIP. The
leadership from the middle approach as developed by Hargreaves and Braun (2013) is identified
as my preferred approach to leading the change process was discussed. The McKinsey 7S model
(Bryan, 2008) is then illustrated and discussed as providing the necessary structure required to
address a systems approach to change. The Nadler and Tushman Congruence Model (2018) was
utilized as an analytical tool to help determine what change is necessary. This resulted in
developing an understanding that trustees need to develop a coherent approach to governing.
Subsequently, three possible solutions were presented with a choice of utilizing the Governance
Core (Campbell & Fullan, 2019) approach to governing. Finally, the ethical considerations
linked to the proposed solution were discussed. These understandings will support the next steps
required in addressing the need to develop effective governance practices using the governance
core approach.
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Chapter Three: Implementing, Evaluating and Communicating
The focus of this OIP is to address the need to change the beliefs and attitudes of trustees
and superintendent with respect to how they view their jobs and their interactions between
themselves and the superintendent. More specifically, the focus is on how trustees and myself as
superintendent engage with each other with respect to developing efficacy towards utilizing the
governance core approach. Currently, a gap exists between the board’s perception of what the
roles of the board and the superintendent look like versus what the roles of the board and
superintendent need to be in order to develop a high functioning board focused on student
success. Chapters one and two illustrated contexts, approaches to leadership through this process
and possible solutions to the PoP. Chapter Three provides a plan for implementation, as well as
specifying the method in which the change process will be monitored and evaluated. Finally, a
plan for communicating the need for change and the change process will be shared, along with
next steps and future considerations.
Change Implementation Plan
Chapter Two suggested that a review of the G-TEC model (Alberta School Boards
Association, 2019) as well as the application of Campbell and Fullan’s Governance Core
Approach (Campbell & Fullan, 2019) would be the most appropriate path forward in order to
address the PoP and thereby generate improvement in the organization. This plan therefore is
about imbuing coherence throughout the governance framework of the board and developing a
unified partnership between superintendent and board, guided by the moral imperative
(Campbell et al., 2021).
The plan to address the PoP will require a formal, strategic approach, drawing from the
strengths of the Governance Core approach (Campbell & Fullan, 2019), and the Coherence
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model (Fullan & Quinn, 2016). To realize the success of the plan, the McKinsey 7S change
model and the plan, do, study, act (PDSA) model will be used to support the change process.
This process will be led through a leadership from the middle approach. And finally, reflection
on the part of the myself and the trustees will be a key component of this process. For trustees to
be successful, they need to have a sound understanding of governance (Saskatchewan School
Boards Association, 2016). The intended result of this is for the superintendent and board to be
effectively working together, guided by the moral imperative of the jurisdiction which is the core
of effective governance (Campbell et al., 2021). One approach to developing this understanding
is through the Governance Core model.
The Governance Core model is based on five elements: Governance Mindset,
Coherence, Governance Culture, Governance Jobs, and Governance Tools (Campbell & Fullan,
2019). This approach the authors contend, is not a step-by-step approach to be followed. Rather
it is a systemic approach that needs to be applied coherently and continually in order to increase
the effectiveness of the board. As each element is developed, the system is improved over all by
trustees and the superintendent effectively collaborating and being guided by the moral
imperative (Campbell et al., 2021). This is the essence of the governance core which is at the
centre of this model. This process is supported by the McKinsey 7S model in that when changes
are made to one element, the change impacts all of the other elements. The three phases of
implementation will be discussed below.
Phase 1
As articulated in Chapter Two, there exists a gap between having to develop the efficacy
of the trustees and myself with respect to engaging in effective governance practices and
knowing how. The three implementation phases provide a framework to develop that exact
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efficacy. As stated earlier, at the heart of effective governance is the governance core and
effective governance occurs when the superintendent and the board work collaboratively, guided
by the moral imperative of the board (Campbell & Fullan, 2019).
Phase 1 begins by focusing attention on the moral imperative of the jurisdiction and
clarifying the concept of the governance core. Specifically, a focus on student success will be
clarified (moral imperative) and the importance of the relationship between the myself and the
board. Additionally, during Phase 1 the governance mindset element and coherence element will
be introduced to trustees.
Element #1: Governance Mindset
Mindset as an attitude (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). The first part of developing a positive
attitude towards governance is for the board to understand and agree on the moral imperative of
the jurisdiction. This is a responsibility which will lead us into the future (De Gruyter, 2016).
Campbell and Fullan (2019) suggest that it has to focus on student learning and success.
Additionally, Campbell and Fullan identify four key factors in a trustee governance mindset that
are critical to becoming a highly effective board. These include: Systems Thinking, Strategic
Focus, Deep Learning, and Manner. It is through purposeful action the authors conclude, that this
mindset can be learned by trustees.
Systems thinking as Rutherford (2019) suggests is the understanding that individuals are
systems, which are part of larger systems. Rutherford continues that it is important to understand
your role within a larger system in order to be more effective. This type of thinking allows the
board to apply a common approach to governing (Jacobs, 2018). Trustees must be able to see all
of the elements of the school system at work and witness how they interact with each other
(Campbell & Fullan, 2019). This approach allows for the board to develop a governance view of
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the entire organization (Mohan, 2011). It is also critical to their success that they continue to
reflect and learn from success and failures (Jacobs, 2018).
Strategic Focus is the second factor in a governance mindset. Trustees must be focused
on the moral imperative of the jurisdiction, the goals and strategic direction (Campbell & Fullan,
2019). When governance is effective, these systemic elements will naturally work together
(Mohan, 2011). It is critical that the superintendent and the board agree on which decisions are
strategic in nature and which are managerial in nature (Brudney & Murray, 1998). This, the
authors contend is where the understanding between governance and administration is
established.
Deep Learning is the third factor in a governance mindset. The Ontario Public School
Boards’ Association (2018) shares that trustee professional development is an incredibly
important component to effective governance. Trustees are often dependent on the
superintendent as a primary source of knowledge (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). It is incumbent on
the superintendent therefore to ensure that trustees are well-informed about what is currently
taking place both in the jurisdiction and the province (Alberta School Boards Association, 2017).
Manner is the final factor in a governance mindset. Trustees must conduct themselves in
a professional, respectful manner at all times (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). Trustees can struggle
between balancing personal opinions and their role a member of a board (Ontario Public School
Boards’ Association, 2018). It is important for the trustees to remember that their conduct sets
the tone for the entire jurisdiction (Alberta School Boards Association, 2017). To address this,
Campbell and Fullan (2019) indicate that developing norms and protocols can help support
trustees in ensuring that they conduct themselves in an appropriate manner.
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Element #2: Coherence
Campbell and Fullan (2019) share that coherence on a board exists when board members
and the superintendent are able to act in a unified manner collaboratively, based on a foundation
of trust. To develop coherence, board members, as Campbell and Fullan (2019) suggest need
opportunities to work with both jurisdictional administration and educators. This process they
highlight, is the essence of a governance mindset. The authors conclude that coherence and a
governance mindset is the glue that keeps a board working together well. When combined with
the leadership from the middle approach, a purposeful attempt to develop capabilities and system
coherence will result in overall improvement of system performance (Fullan, 2015). It will be
important therefore to have trustees engage in deep, meaningful dialogue through the school year
with various educators, administrators, and senior administrative team members. Collaboration
does not necessarily equate to consensus; however, collaboration requires an authentic desire to
lead the board to having deep discussions and providing them with access to staff (Alberta
School Boards Association, 2017). This will support the collaborative efforts of trustees (Ontario
Public School Boards’ Association, 2018).
During Phase 1, the foundational work to developing effective governance practices will
be initiated. This process begins with a board discussion meeting (governance tool) in early
August. This day-long event will be the initial introduction to the governance core framework
and the above-mentioned elements and the concepts of moral imperative and governance core.
There will be a minimum of four discussion meetings during the year and they will be attended
by myself, senior administration and the trustees. I will be the facilitator for the meetings. As the
facilitator it will be important to recognize the superintendent lens that I am working through and
to make sure that I am open to collaboration, and not just directing trustees to the outcome I
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would like. The leadership from the middle approach will support this through the need to
develop a shared understanding of the elements trustees will be introduced to during the course
of the day. After each element is introduced, breakout discussions and sharing back will take
place to identify what the specific focus on student success will be (moral imperative) and to
have trustees be able to explain the significance of the relationship between board and
superintendent. The coherence element will also be presented and these discussions will
ultimately provide the board with an overall understanding of why it is important to engage in
effective governance practices. Discussion meetings are intended to provide trustees with a
comprehensive overview of the topics as well as ample time to engage with the content and
begin developing a deep, shared understanding of it, which is the focus of coherence. (Campbell
et al., 2021).
During the latter part of the discussion meeting summaries of discussions will be
collected and refined and will begin to form the trustee handbook. The handbook identifies what
trustees have agreed to with respect to their role and the depth of their shared understanding
(Campbell & Fullan, 2019). Some items I anticipate to include at this stage will be board meeting
format and reporting, the moral imperative, and a definition of trustee mindset.
Phase 1 should last approximately four months. Subsequent to the first discussion
meeting, each board meeting will have time set aside to review the core concepts discussed up to
this point and to check for coherence. Specifically, elements of McKinsey’s 7S model will be
discussed, and through the discussion, the level of coherence will be identified. Additionally, the
board will engage in another governance tool, the board self-evaluation. This will occur on a
monthly basis and will focus on elements of the McKinsey 7S model that relate to the elements
of the governance core being worked on. The McKinsey 7S model supports this approach, as the
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elements presented in the model dovetail well with coherence and the governance core in that
when one element is adjusted, all others are impacted. Additionally, with the range of elements,
the model will provide the necessary check for coherence, adjustment in approach, and recheck
for coherence. This check is important as change in this model can only be made and sustained if
all seven elements are in a state of coherence. When an element is not coherent with the others
the change made is difficult to maintain (Bryan, 2008). Table 1 identifies the McKinsey 7S
elements and related governance core elements that will be surveyed throughout the year in the
self-evaluation using the questions posed for each element to check for coherence.
The self-evaluation will be a survey at the end of the board meeting that has trustees and
superintendent reflect on the meeting and related elements. It will include Likert Scale questions
as well as an opportunity to provide anecdotal feedback. The results of the survey will be
analyzed by myself and the board chair to determine the depth of shared understanding and
identify areas that need to reviewed or more learning provided on. Then a plan will be developed
and executed during the professional development portion of the next board meeting. This
process represents a small but important plan, do, study, act cycle that will be repeated monthly
throughout the year.
Phase 2
The first phase establishes the foundational understanding of coherence, the governance
core and the moral imperative of the board. Phase 2, similar to Phase 1 begins with an entire day
being set aside as a board discussion day. This day would be similar in format where the focus
would be on developing guiding principles, and norms and protocols for board conduct.
Additionally, an initial presentation on the G-TEC model will be provided. The key learnings of
this day would be captured in the board handbook. The self-evaluation process which engages
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the McKinsey 7S elements and the cyclical PDSA cycles will continue through this phase as
well. Key learnings for governance culture and governance jobs are identified below.
Table 1
Applying the 7S Model

Note. Adapted from “Enduring ideas: The 7-S framework,” by L. Bryan, 2008, March 1
McKinsey Quarterly [Audio podcast episode]. (https://www.mckinsey.com/businessfunctions/strategy-and-corporate-finance/our-insights/enduring-ideas-the-7-s-framework#).
Copyright 2021 by McKinsey & Company.
Element #3: Governance Culture
As a group works together, how the group conducts itself and interacts with each other
generates the norms of the group which eventually becomes the main elements of its culture
(Schein, 2017). Campbell and Fullan (2019) suggest that boards decide whether they will be
effective. This choice manifests when trustees actively follow established norms and protocols or
simply disregard them when it suits their objective (Mohan, 2011). When a board is functioning
coherently the culture of a board generates effective results (Campbell et al., 2021). It will be
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important therefore to regularly work collaboratively with the board to discuss, develop, and
imbue the norms of how they will function effectively and for the senior administrative team to
continually plan for opportunities for the board to engage in governance discussions (Waters &
Marzano, 2006) and practice collaborative work in order to increase their overall effectiveness
(Brown, 2006).
Element #4: Governance Jobs
The official roles and responsibilities of the board are found in the Alberta Education Act
and are further defined in local board policy which must be formally adopted at a board meeting
(Alberta School Boards Association, 2017). Not all roles are governance related, but the nuances
of each must be understood (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). Understanding roles and responsibilities
leads to more effective governance practices and results (Ontario School Boards’ Association,
2018).
The core work of governance, as Campbell and Fullan (2019) suggest, lies in the board
developing strategic direction and policy based on the moral imperative of the board. It is then
up to the board to provide indicators of accountability in meeting those priorities and to
determine the key success measures have been achieved (Mohan, 2011). From the perspective of
the superintendent, it will be critical to engage the board in ongoing, deep learning regarding
their roles and responsibilities. This will require additional financial resources to be made
available in order to engage trustees in meaningful, relevant and thought-provoking development
activities.
Phase 3
Phase 3 utilizes the final element in the Governance Core Model which is Governance
Tools. Campbell and Fullan (2019) share four main tools including discussion meetings, board
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self-evaluation, board professional development, and the governance handbook. Phase 3 will
begin approximately at the eight-month mark of implementation. At this point, the board
discussion meeting will focus on a review of the board handbook and board meeting selfassessments to date. From this analysis, a plan for professional development will be developed
that addresses areas that are not in coherence. It is my intent to engage in regular quarterly board
discussion meetings in order to regularly review process and ensure coherence between myself
and trustees.
Element #5: Governance Tools
It is in this final element where we are able to see how the other four elements and
developed and executed, thus provides a structure to the governance core approach. Time will be
required to develop each of the items identified above as well as a commitment from the senior
administrative team to generate these documents, revise and work coherently with them. Table 2
summarizes the three phases and provides a timeline, elements addressed and a brief explanation
of major activities. Table 3 captures the implementation in our local context with respect to
goals, actions, stakeholder roles, and required resources.
Managing Transition
In Chapter Two, I conducted an organizational analysis which revealed that stakeholders
in the jurisdiction had a tremendous influence on the board in an unstructured manner. This is
part of the reason to implement the governance core approach created by Campbell and Fullan
(2019). This shift will cause many stakeholders to react in both positive and potentially negative
ways. In this section of the OIP, I will explain how I will seek to understand stakeholder
reactions and adjust plans when necessary.
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Table 2
Summary of Three Phases of Implementation

Table 3
Implementation in the Local Context

Understanding Stakeholder Reactions
As part of my organizational analysis in Chapter Two, the impacts of the union and
teachers on the board were discussed. The impacts of the teaching staff on the direction,
approach and focus of a jurisdiction cannot be underestimated (Dudar et al., 2017). The
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anticipated result of implementing the governance core approach as suggested by Campbell and
Fullan (2019) will lead the board to a state of operational coherence where the moral imperative
of the jurisdiction is the primary focus and not localized, individual interests. It is expected that
teachers who have been used to a great deal of influence may not initially appreciate this shift in
approach by the board. It will be imperative to provide support to the board during this transition
to hold fast and stay the course. This is perhaps the one area where stakeholders will have to
make an adjustment as the board begins to govern more effectively.
Effective governance practices will require myself as superintendent and the balance of
the senior administrative team to generate detailed reports, provide adequate information for all
relevant topics, and adhere to a meeting structure that requires a great deal of preparation. It will
be important therefore to address these issues, prior to engaging in the process. Meeting with the
senior administrative team and developing a shared understanding of why this change is
necessary as well as a shared commitment to the process will help support the change process.
It will also require meeting regularly with the senior administrative team to review and adjust
reporting to ensure that trustees are being equipped with the most current knowledge on a given
topic. These meetings will also provide an opportunity to understand issues that the team may
have.
Determining Supports and Resources
To ensure the successful implementation of this plan, the single greatest resource
required will be time. Time will be required to meet with the senior administrative team. A great
deal of time will be devoted to report generation. Additionally, time will be required for trustee
discussion meetings, committee meetings, and professional development. Professional
development opportunities may involve utilizing the services of a consultant, which will generate
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a financial cost to the implementation process. Additionally, copies of resources such as the
book, The Governance Core, as well as other governance related texts may need to be purchased
to supplement trustee learning. Finally, as the superintendent I will have to engage in a number
of professional learning opportunities on a regular basis in order to support the board’s continued
growth. The College of Alberta School Superintendents provide several professional learning
opportunities throughout each year specifically linked to the SLQS (CASS Professional
Learning, 2021). Additionally, I will have to research other professional learning opportunities
and also commit time specifically to devote to professional learning. This will require a financial
component; however, I do have a professional development allowance which should sustain this
learning.
Potential Implementation Issues
Within this OIP exist at least four potential implementation issues. The first issue rests in
the buy-in of the board and to an extent the senior leadership team with respect to the new
approach to governing. Lewis (2011) highlights the critical nature of what can happen when
change does not occur suggesting that amazing accomplishments can be recognized, though the
consequences of not changing can be just as spectacular. The approach I plan to take with the
board and the senior administrative team is one that first highlights successes and then tries to
develop a sense of continued growth. Developing and articulating the moral imperative and the
need for coherence support this process as will the board self-evaluations. It may also require a
senior administrative self-evaluation as well to ensure that we are on track.
Time was referenced earlier as the main resource required to implement this OIP. Time
may result in being an issue for implementation as well. As the current pandemic has taught us
time is not under our direct control. It will be important to incorporate learning opportunities for
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the board within in other typically scheduled meetings in order to minimize extra time
requirements as we will already have quarter discussion meetings scheduled. Additionally,
materials will be needed to be prepared in advance, they must be concise, and easily digestible.
Finally, the Alberta School Boards Association (2019) has developed many online resources
along with other board organizations that will need to be utilized in order to maximize
effectiveness, flexibility, and convenience and minimize the time commitment to meetings.
The third potential issue is board elections. While the board handbook crystallizes things
such as the culture, governance style and means of operation (Campbell & Fullan, 2019), with
each election brings the potential for a change in trustees, potentially in their entirety. It will be
incredibly important therefore to have a thorough, well-developed board handbook in order to
guide the orientation of new trustees both in process and conduct. The handbook provides a
reference for board and the superintendent to draw from and potentially redirect to when
necessary (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). In order to develop an effective handbook, the senior
administrative team will first create a rough draft of main ideas and areas needing discussion.
The draft would be presented to the board during the handbook development portion of the board
meeting where they can collaborate and fill in the most important information. I envision this
process being completed at every board meeting. This draft would then be refined by the senior
administrative team and provided to the board for feedback. This cycle will continue until the
board is satisfied with the working draft of their handbook. It is important not to rush this process
as a quality handbook representing the core values of the board must be developed.
The final issue is the potential backlash from stakeholders such as staff and community.
Stakeholders in ECS have become accustomed to having direct access to the board and thereby
influence on the operations of the jurisdiction. Many may not view a more effective board
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focused on student success an adequate trade for addressing personal issues or agendas. It will be
necessary therefore to build commitment on the part of the board to the moral imperative of the
jurisdiction in order to be able to challenge the frustration that some stakeholders may have.
Coherence will support this commitment as well as grounding the board in the governance core
approach. Trustees will develop the ability to reflect what is being demanded from them against
the moral imperative and determine if this falls within the scope of their work. This should help
mitigate issues with stakeholder frustration.
Challenges and Limitations
Chapters one and two frame the PoP and analyze change in ECS. This chapter focuses on
implementation and moving forward. It has been highlighted that the intention of this plan is to
develop the necessary foundation for the board to build upon. That is, once the initial
implementation is completed, the process of improvement does not end. While Campbell and
Fullan (2019) have provided a comprehensive framework to engage with in this work, the board
may tire of the work. This model while focused on improvement and a noble moral imperative
does require a lot of learning and work. The process therefore may be limited by the board’s
desire to continually improve and potentially revert to past practice (Brown, 2006). As discussed
previously four out of five trustees are former teachers. All would have preconceived notions
about trusteeship (Saskatchewan School Boards Association, 2016), and none of the trustees
have expressed concern with how the board operates or jurisdictional success. In fact, our
trustees are incredibly proud of how well our students perform on provincial assessments. While
worthy of celebration, this mere fact may be a huge barrier to implementation if the board does
not recognize the need for change. Additionally, given the importance and the complexity of
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what appears to be a simple change, the board may not wish to engage is a process of continual
improvement. They could potentially view this process as inhibiting their ability to govern.
Change Process Monitoring and Evaluation
Continual improvement guided by the moral imperative is at the core of what a school
board and superintendent should be concentrating on as their work (Campbell & Fullan, 2019).
As this process unfolds it is important that the change that the board undergoes be monitored and
periodically assessed to determine if the change is appropriate and increasing the effectiveness of
the board. Markiewicz and Patrick (2015) share that it is vital that the change process be
monitored. The authors continue that when combined with evaluation, a complete picture can be
viewed with respect to how well a process is working. Along with monitoring change, an
introspective analysis into how the system is changing via the data gathered is critical to change
being successful (Patton, 2011). By reviewing the impacts of the change within the system it
helps understand and validate the evaluation of the impacts outside of the internal system. The
process of monitoring and evaluation therefore requires an approach that is responsive to the
needs of the board and the change process itself.
Plan-Do-Study-Act
The plan-do-study-act (PDSA) process is designed to engage organizations in a process
of continual improvement based on the four key elements: plan, do, study and act (Deming,
2000). Although originally a model for the improvement of businesses, the model is useful in
any organization as a change management model (Donnelly & Kirk, 2015). The authors continue
that its effectiveness stems from being a model for learning which connects well to the
governance core approach being implemented as the solution to my PoP. Specifically, deep
learning as Campbell and Fullan (2019) illustrate is a key feature of implementation of this
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approach as trustees and superintendent must be continuously engaged in the process of learning
more about governance and related aspects. Hord and Rousin (2013) add that learning is key to
the change process as it allows participants to shed old practices and engage in new, innovative
behaviours. The four steps in the PDSA cycle provide the opportunity to develop learning and
grow forward from it. Engaging in the PDSA process includes planning (what are we hoping to
accomplish), do (implementation), study (analyzing our results) and act (building on success and
potentially engage in another PDSA cycle) (Donnelly & Kirk, 2015).
With respect to this OIP, the PDSA model will be utilized in the implementation of the
proposed solution, which should initially encompass a full year. Figure 3 captures the
relationship between the PDSA model, the Governance Core approach and the McKinsey 7S
model for leading change and what is occurring at each stage of the process.
PDSA Model Alignment with Leadership From the Middle
Moving the change process forward requires leadership. As mentioned earlier, the
expansion of trustee and superintendent efficacy in developing an effective approach to
governance will be the central to focus of my OIP in addressing my PoP. The leading from the
middle theory supports the core application of my OIP. As Harris et al. (2019) highlight, leading
from the middle supports systemic change as the approach synthesizes direction from the
Ministry and contextualizes it for schools and staff. Campbell and Fullan (2019) add that when a
board and its superintendent collaborate they are demonstrating effective strategic governance
over the system which is a cornerstone to the application of this approach in this context.
Additionally, leading from the middle encourages all members of the division to engage in
purposeful change as they can see the influence that they have as a result of their involvement
(Fullan, 2015).
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Figure 3
Relationship Between PDSA model, Governance Core and McKinsey 7S Model

Note. Adapted from “Use the PDSA Model for Effective Change Management,” by P. Donnelly
and P. Kirk, 2015, Education for Primary Care, 26(4), p. 279 (https://doi/abs/10.1080/
14739879.2015. 11494356). Copyright 2015 by Peter Donnelly and Paul Kirk. The information
for the Governance Core is from The Governance Core: School Boards, Superintendents, and
Schools Working Together (pp. 97-107), by D. W. Campbell and M. Fullan, 2019, Corwin.
Copyright 2019 by Corwin. The information for the McKinsey 7S model is from “Management
Study Guide – Course for Students, Professionals and Faculty Members,” by Prachi Juneja,
2020, Management Study Guide (https://www.managementstudyguide.com/mckinsey-7schange-model.htm). Copyright 2020 by Management Study Guide.
The PDSA model aligns well with leadership from the middle in that each model utilizes
collaboration and analysis as key features. Both models require reflection on what has taken
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place and to strategically develop a plan to move forward. The focus on systems supports in the
PDSA model bolsters the leadership from the middle approach in supporting jurisdictional
efforts system wide, as the intent of leadership from the middle is system coherence (Fullan,
2015). The alignment between the two models is both clear and mutually supportive.
PDSA Application
As highlighted earlier, there are several areas of focus that exist in the PDSA process
(Donnelly & Kirk, 2015). The three specific areas of focus include aim, how do we know we
have improved, and continuous improvement cycle (Langley et al., 2009). It is critical that the
PDSA approach be well developed and not treated as a simplistic approach (Connelly, 2021).
Each element is examined in detail below and will demonstrate the complexity of the model.
Plan
Understanding what you want to accomplish which is your aim, is central to the change
process and requires planning. With respect to this OIP, the PoP is the lack of trustee and
superintendent efficacy in developing an effective approach to governance. The purpose of this
OIP is to engage my board as the superintendent in key governance core activities which will
yield the essential behaviours leading to effective governance practices. During the planning
process in Phase 1, this is where both the moral imperative and the governance mindsets of the
board are discussed and developed alongside coherence. These are the critical building blocks to
effective governance practices with the moral imperative being the main focus of governance
overall and governance mindsets being completely focused on systems with coherence being the
glue that binds the process together (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). This is also where strategy,
structures, and systems in the McKinsey 7S model would be analyzed and understood (Juneja,
2020), as these elements play a foundational part as well to the overall success of
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implementation. As shared earlier, strategy is a plan that focuses on the competitive advantage of
the organization and attaining goals which have been set for the organization which is constantly
evolving (Bryan, 2008). Structure focuses on how the organization is organized or structured and
is permeated with the question “how do we clarify relationships within the organization” (Bryan,
2008). Systems are the procedural approaches to accomplishing the work of an organization
(Channon & Caldart, 2015). Systemic issues that need to be examined include “what do we need
to focus on to get our job done?” (Bryan, 2008). In Phase 2, governance culture and governance
jobs would be analyzed and understood with respect to what we hope to achieve. In this stage
coherence building and governance culture are added to the approach. Culture is the sum total of
what a group learns embodied as a set of beliefs (Schein, 2017). Governance culture as Campbell
and Fullan (2019) posit is the result of the choices that board members make with respect to
beliefs about governance and the manner in which a board should operate. Similarly, coherence
is based on the board’s belief in collaboration and trust (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). The
importance of collaboration on a board cannot be underestimated. Collaboration and trust on a
board is of critical importance, not only between board members, but with the CEO as well
(Westphal, 1999). The author continues that a lack of collaboration and trust can lead to a board
interfering with the work of the CEO. This he concludes can compromise board effectiveness.
Board effectiveness can also be identified in the elements of style, staff and strategy with
respect to the McKinsey 7S model. As shared earlier, style refers to the manner in which
leadership and change is approached. Critical questions with style are “how do we create
informed roles and how do we incorporate approaches from those outside our division?” (Bryan,
2008). Staff and skills refer to the way employees and their abilities are employed towards
achieving goals which have been planned for (Bryan, 2008). The author continues that when
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checking for coherence with staff we must ask ourselves “how do we grow and develop people
and talent?” while skills he contends begs the question “what are we going to do ourselves rather
than rely on others?” This understanding provides a natural fit in terms of leading the change
process and related stages of change.
Do
Unlike a more traditional implementation of an approach, the governance core builds
upon itself as it moves forward (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). With the implementation of each of
the three phases the process will be very similar. Each will begin with a comprehensive board
discussion meeting followed up by specific professional development taking place during the
regular board meetings.
Study
Understanding if we have improved as a result of the change initiated will require several
methods of evaluation. One method will be to have the board engage in monthly self-evaluations.
With questions based on the core elements of the governance core approach (Campbell & Fullan,
2019) and the critical questions cited from Bryan (2008) trustees and I will be able to determine
if we are on the correct pathway or if adjustments are necessary. During the analysis, we will
examine the level of coherence among trustees in terms of their perspectives on the various
elements. Additionally, random comments will be identified as outliers. Finally, the monthly
results will be summarized and graphed in order to see whether there is a positive or negative
trend developing. As a self-evaluation process by board members is one of the most authentic
and purposeful methods of determining effectiveness, Ozga and Grek (2012) propose that a welldeveloped self-evaluation can lead to a more powerful collaborative and persuasive engagement
of participants. Additionally, provincial results from the accountability pillar report will
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demonstrate year over year if the board’s approach to governance is leading to increased student
performance and therefore governance effectiveness. The Alberta Accountability Pillar provides
school boards with a varied array of performance statistics focusing on more than provincial
assessments to enable a more systemic view of jurisdictional performance (Alberta Education,
2021). Finally, as part of the Alberta Education Assurance Model, regular stakeholder
engagement activities will provide several opportunities throughout the school year to gather
feedback on the success of the board and the students they serve (Warren, 2021).
The feedback garnered from the various sources mentioned above will serve to support
the checking for coherence portion of the McKinsey 7S model. It is vital to ensure coherence
between each element and with the shared values of the organization because lack of coherence
can cause a ripple effect in the organization (Walterson et al., 1980). Each of the elements,
structure, systems, style, staff, skills, and strategy revolve around shared values. None of the
elements are independently more important than another (Waterman et al., 1990). By examining
the critical questions posed by Bryan (2008), a specific set of elements are to be examined and
checked for their alignment. As cited earlier, the McKinsey 7S model focuses on coherence, not
simply structures (Bryan, 2008). In this OIP, the shared values would be the moral imperative of
student success and the governance core. As identified in Chapter Two, Juneja (2020)
highlighted five steps to utilizing the model as conceptualized by Waterman et al. (1990). This
includes identifying elements that are not coherent, comparing to the optimal design for the
organization, determining the changes that need to happen, and implementing the plan for
coherence. After this process is completed, another assessment is done to ensure alignment of the
elements which connects well with the final stage of the PDSA model which is act.
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Act
Governance effectiveness is developed as a continuous process, it is not a one-time
application (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). By utilizing the PDSA model, I will be able to determine
if the application of the governance core approach by Campbell and Fullan was effective.
Through analyzing board self-evaluation, provincial results and stakeholder survey results, we
will be able to determine the success rates of our students and adjust implementation accordingly
in order to ensure that the work of the board is as effective as possible and having a positive
impact on student success. The PDSA model, as Donnelly and Kirk (2015) suggest is intended to
be implemented repeatedly in order to create a cycle of continuous improvement. It would be the
intent therefore to continue to refine the work of the board after the first year of implementation
is complete in order to maximize coherence (Fullan & Quinn, 2016) and to ensure that all
elements of the organization are coherent (Juneja, 2020). Additionally, the McKinsey 7S model
provides a diagnostic layer to the process by identifying which elements are not coherent, thus
providing direction with respect to where additional learning is needed (Channon & Caldart,
2015). Campbell and Fullan (2019) argue that the governance core approach is an approach of
continuous improvement and therefore requires refinement after the initial implementation
process is complete. When combined with the McKinsey 7S model a powerful tool is created
which is flexible, diagnostic and easily utilized to coordinate the change process and keep it
moving forward. As each of the three phases are completed, a more comprehensive PDSA will
need to occur in order to check for coherence not only with the respective 7S elements but also
with the related strategies from the governance core approach. As demonstrated earlier, utilizing
the critical questions posed by Bryan (2008), the connections to the Governance Core Approach
become evident and support the coordinating effect of the McKinsey 7S model.
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Refinement of Implementation Plan
As discussed earlier, a number of tools will be implemented in order to monitor and
evaluate the success of implementation of my OIP in addressing the PoP. Trustees will be asked
to participate in a monthly board self-evaluation. The results of this evaluation will provide much
in the way of evidence as to whether the board is successfully moving through the
implementation of the governance core approach (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). Additionally, upon
review of information gathered from the Annual Education Results Reports (AERR), more data
will provide evidence of student success which is the moral imperative of the board and
ultimately the defines the success of the board. Additionally, the AERR uses 16 measures,
including student achievement on provincial assessments, student, parent and teacher surveys,
and high school completion and dropout rates (Alberta Education, 2020b). As all of these
measures are directly related to student success they become important indicators of how
successfully and effectively the board is governing. The results of this analysis conducted by the
senior administrative team and the board will determine whether timelines need to be adjusted, a
return to initial elements such as the moral imperative and mindsets is necessary, or if new goals
or strategies need to be developed. While the initial implementation is expected to be completed
within one calendar year it is understood that trustees may not engage at the same speed and
level that has been anticipated. Additionally, stakeholder feedback from the AERR as well as
other stakeholder engagement initiatives may indicate that stakeholders may not be in favour of
the new or different approaches to governing that the board is attempting to change to. This may
require an enhanced communication approach to sharing the importance of the change. It will
also require a review of the process to ensure that the work of the board has not deviated from
the initial intent.
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Plan to Communicate the Need for Change and the Change Process
The need for change as stated in Chapter Two, may be controversial as ECS is considered
to be a high performing school jurisdiction. While there is not a current crisis, without
developing and embedding effective governance practices, the success of the jurisdiction is
tenuous at best. Additionally, the jurisdiction could take a negative direction based on the results
of an election (Saskatchewan School Boards Association, 2016) or change in school leadership.
It is imperative therefore that communicating the need for change be clear, concise, effective,
and take into consideration both the perceptions of leadership and the stakeholders as a whole
(Phillips et al., 2003). This focus will hopefully support the implementation process as well as
minimize challenges to the process or even the need to engage in change.
Stakeholders perceptions of board improvement initiatives are anticipated to be overall
widely accepted. I believe that it is safe to assume that the general consensus of all stakeholders
would be that an effective board utilizing effective governance practices would be desirable. It
has been highlighted earlier that some stakeholder groups may not perceive the desired changes
as being beneficial to their personal needs. These particular stakeholders have engaged in
practices which would run counter to effective governance practices such as influence through
their relationships. It will be important to utilize a number of communication strategies in order
for these stakeholders to fully understand what change will happen as well as develop a sense of
trust that the changes will benefit students and the jurisdiction, and therefore provide benefit to
their own personal needs as well.
It is important to understand the differences between how initiators of change and
stakeholders view change implementation (Lewis, 2011). Initiators of change are viewing the
need for change through a specific lens. In my case, the lens of the superintendent and a mid-
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level leader. From my vantage point, the need to move the board towards effective governance
practices is clear from both a personal perspective and that which is demanded by the SLQS
(Alberta Education, 2020c). Trustees and staff may not share the same view (Ontario Public
School Boards’ Association, 2018), nor recognize the same need as the jurisdiction is a relatively
high performing jurisdiction already. Lewis (2011) continues that there are five dimensions of
communications strategy that address the focus of both the implementer and the stakeholder.
Each are identified and discussed below.
1. Disseminating Information/Soliciting Input: This strategy is actioned by implementers to
rationalize why change is needed. It is very much a participatory approach and fits well
with both Campbell and Fullan’s (2019) Governance Core and the Leadership from the
Middle approach (Hargreaves & Braun, 2010) because both utilize a collaborative
approach to move change forward. Stakeholders have the opportunity at this point to ask
questions to increase understanding, provide their own suggestions and generate a new
understanding of the change proposed. This is critical as regular communication results in
improved support for change (Shah et al., 2017).
2. One-sided or Two-sided Message: This strategy provides the implementer the
opportunity to either provide their point of view or a blended point of view. This strategy
is all about promoting the change desired and its related benefits. The stakeholders in this
strategy may choose to point out deficiencies and generate arguments opposed to the
need for changes. This opposition is productive as it provides the implementer with
opportunities to refine or improve the change (Rosengren, 2006).
3. Gain or Loss Frame: When an implementer uses this strategy, the approach is to
highlight the gains a stakeholder will receive should they support the change or the losses
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that they would encounter should they choose not to support the change. From the
stakeholder perspective, they would choose to highlight the potential losses and minimize
potential gains.
4. Blanket / Targeted Messages: In this strategy the implementer must decide if the
messages will be tailored to specific individuals or take a general message approach
reaching a wider audience. This approach can also be varied depending on the potential
audience. Stakeholders may check for consistency between the messages sent to various
groups or individuals.
5. Discrepancy / Efficacy: Using this strategy, implementers determine whether to focus on
messaging promoting the urgent need for change or the notion that the change can be
realized and goals accomplished. Stakeholders may challenge either approach and create
alternate needs or beliefs regarding the likelihood of success.
Based on the OIP outlined to this point, the strategies highlighted above were used to
generate a plan for communicating change. Strategies may be utilized at different levels and rates
depending on the type of stakeholder being engaged or the stage of the change process that the
board would be engaged in. It is important to be strategic in their use so that meaning can be
generated or exchanged between implementor and stakeholder (Servaes, 1999).
The value that this approach brings is to provide multiple perspectives in order to ensure
communication is meeting the needs of both the implementer and the stakeholder. I believe that
from a board perspective, many of the strategies align with the various stages or emotions that
they will experience as we engage in the change process. Whether it is wanting to learn more,
which is an integral part of deep learning (Campbell & Fullan, 2019), engaging in refutation or
focusing on both gains and losses, this model supports the overall implementation process. I
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believe that it will provide trustees, senior administration, and staff with an engaging approach to
learning more about the implementation and move towards the governance core approach.
Finally, the leadership approach to change utilized in this OIP is the leadership from the middle
approach. As discussed earlier, leadership from the middle is comprised of three main concepts
which include philosophy, structure and culture (Hargreaves et al., 2018). A culture of embedded
professional collaboration focuses on candid conversations built on a foundation of trust amongst
your professional peers. These discussions can lead to agreement or disagreement which are both
productive outcomes as it provides an opportunity to develop a deeper understanding of the other
person’s perspective (Rosengren, 2006). Through authentic, purposeful communication, trust
will be built amongst stakeholders which in turn supports the leadership from the middle
approach. This leadership approach combined with Lewis’ approach to communication are
congruent with the concept of system coherence discussed in Chapter One. The strategic
component of communications is critical when choosing which approach to utilize (Hallahan et
al., 2007). The importance of these elements being in congruence and mutually supportive will
be critical to the implementation process. Table 4 captures the five dimensions of communication
as well as the focus areas of both implementer and stakeholder.
Plan for Communication
Implementing the Governance Core approach will not follow a linear path (Campbell &
Fullan, 2019). Accordingly, as this approach is phased in, the communication plan will need to
be in alignment with this evolution as well. I envision four major phases in this process which
includes a preparing for change phase, and the balance of the process aligning with short-term,
medium-term and long-term goals. Much of the work in terms of developing messaging and
creating social media posts, newsletters, etc., will be completed by myself and our director of
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communications with support from the balance of the senior administrative team and the board
when appropriate. Key communication points will occur following board discussion meetings
Table 4
Lewis’ Five Dimensions of Communications Strategy

Note. Adapted from Organizational change: Creating change through strategic communication
(pp. 147-148), by L. Lewis, 2011, John Wiley & Sons. Copyright 2011 by Laurie K. Lewis.
and after each board meeting. This will serve to affirm success on the part of the board and
engage stakeholders as well. By keeping everyone informed, stakeholders will feel that they are
included in this change in a more direct and influential manner, which should support their
engagement as well.
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Preparing for Change Phase
This phase will mark the beginning of building support and understanding for addressing
the PoP through the OIP. Critical to success in this phase is garnering support from senior
administration and the board. A preliminary discussion will have to take place with the senior
administrative team. It is expected that attendance will include the Executive Assistant to the
Superintendent, Director of Communications, Deputy Superintendent, Associate Superintendent,
and Secretary Treasurer. Held in a retreat format, the meeting will convey the need to develop
coherence among the board and the senior administrative team. The strategy implemented at this
point would most likely be the discrepancy/efficacy approach. Again, the purpose here is to share
the urgent need for change with the senior administrative team and develop commitment from
them to it. The development of efficacy in both myself as the superintendent and the board with
respect to the ability to govern more effectively is central to the PoP and this OIP. It is therefore
critical that strategies for communication include this cornerstone approach. It may also be
beneficial to highlight potential gains or losses should the change be implemented or not, so that
stakeholders (board, senior administration and staff) can legitimately understand the need and
consequences of either approach.
Short-term Goal Phase
During this phase the foundational work of implementing the governance core approach
begins. Focusing on developing a moral imperative, a handbook and generating a better
understanding of procedures is required. Communication strategies implemented at this phase
include Disseminating Information / Soliciting Input and Sidedness. During this phase
information must be shared regarding the plan for and the purpose of change. It also provides an
opportunity to receive input from stakeholders and provide their own insights. This will be
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accomplished through surveys, townhalls and board discussion meetings. The One-sided or Twosided Message approach provides the opportunity to sell the change needed and to begin sharing
the consequences of not moving forward with change. This strategy will be implemented using
social media, news releases, superintendent’s blog, and newsletters. At this point, these tactics
are easily generated, quickly disseminated, and also can be adjusted immediately. It is also easier
to custom tailor messaging to specific groups without a great time commitment.
Medium-term Goal Phase
At this phase, coherence, an understanding of the role of the board, norms and protocols,
and a self-evaluation instrument are being deployed. Additionally, checking for coherence
among the seven elements of the 7S model is also being conducted. Communications strategies
implemented at this phase will include Discrepancy / Efficacy and Blanket /Targeted Messaged.
Because the PoP focuses on the need to develop a sense of efficacy on the part of the board and
the superintendent it is critical at this juncture to ensure that efficacy is being focused on. More
specifically, through the work of the board in developing elements of the governance core and
engaging in self-evaluation it will force trustees to critically examine their work and recognize
achievements and areas of growth. Trustees will need to believe that they are capable of
engaging in this change, and this approach will support them developing a better sense of what
they are capable of (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). In addition, other stakeholders such as the senior
administrative team and staff need to believe that change will happen. It also provides an
opportunity to identify detractors from the intended change and potentially address their issues.
This phase will also benefit from both targeted and blanketed messaging as the work of the board
towards effective governance must consumed and understood by stakeholders. In this phase, it is
also appropriate to celebrate the move towards a more coherent and effective governance
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structure. These two strategies will utilize personal/small group meetings, stakeholder reports
and social media.
Long-term Goals Phase
This phase recognizes that the governance core approach has been imbued into the work
and lifeblood of the board. Once again, this is time to celebrate accomplishments, review
success, and address areas that need to be improved upon. The most utilized strategy at this point
will be the Blanket / Targeted Messages approach. This approach allows for stories of success
and areas needing improvement to be shared widely for public consumption but also provides the
opportunity to share specific information items to identified stakeholder groups. This strategy
will include using social media, newsletters, personal letters, and formal media interviews. This
would also be an appropriate phase to engage in Disseminating Information and Soliciting Input.
At this stage, as we review success and need for improvement, it is important to provide
stakeholders with the opportunity to provide feedback and input. This strategy will utilize
surveys, townhall events, and stakeholder meetings to generate information to support a
continued approach to improvement.
Next Steps and Future Considerations
As shared in Chapter Two, my PoP centres on the issue of superintendents and trustees
needing to develop efficacy in developing effective governance practices. The need for board
and superintendent to be working in unity as suggested by Campbell and Fullan (2019) creates a
gap which must be addressed. The purpose of this OIP is to address that gap and provide a
structured approach to implement the governance core approach in order to generate a more
coherent, effective board and superintendent approach to governance. By engaging in the
approach highlighted in this plan, trustees and I as the superintendent will build the skills
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necessary to bring about the change required. This will result in the board believing that they can
engage with their superintendent in an even more effective approach to governance. With a
pandemic nearing a year since it began one may question the need to engage in change at this
time. I believe that given the current context this is the exact time that boards and
superintendents must become more effective in their governance practices.
Challenges and Risks
Campbell and Fullan (2019) share that the right time to engage in this work is now.
Given that trustee elections will take place this October the timeliness of this OIP cannot be
underestimated. Our first approach to implementing this OIP will begin this August in order to
have the foundational elements established. While the short timeline poses a significant
challenge, this will serve us well as the trustee handbook will become the orientation for new
trustees (Campbell & Fullan, 2019). While the document will not be totally completed, it is my
intention to have the core elements completed in order to use it as the initial orientation package
for any new or returning trustees. Additionally, in order for this work to grow past the
implementation stage the handbook must be continually updated. This work will serve as a
strategy to consistently engage the board in the work of the governance core approach (Campbell
& Fullan, 2019) and therefore further engage the McKinsey 7S model and the PDSA model as a
part of the regular work of the board.
With the potential for a different configuration of trustees, it will be important to have
structural elements such as a new format for board reporting and the format for meetings
established prior to the election. This way the practice is a continuation and not trying to
implement a change in the middle of a potentially significant event in the lifecycle of a board. It
is important to note the potential risk that exists when a board election is held. There is a distinct
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possibility that the as a result of an election an entirely new board may be created. The formal
structures such as the board reporting mechanism and the board handbook are examples of
critical elements that will support the continuation of the governance core approach and as a
result, keep the board focused on effective governance practices. Essentially, elements such as
these welcome new board members into an existing culture and set of practices. It may be
necessary to reimplement portions of the initial implementation process to ensure that all board
members fully understand the governance core approach to effective governance. Finally, the
discussions regarding the need and urgency for change and a move to the governance core
approach need to begin soon as the board has a moral imperative to be as effective as possible.
The success of our students depends on it.

104

References
Abun, D., Racoma, A., & Racsa, L. (2017). Organizational integrity of administrators of divine
word colleges in region I, Philippines and employees’ job satisfaction as perceived by the
employees. Texila International Journal of Academic Research, 4(1), 133. https://doi.org/10.21522/tijar.2014.04.01.art004
Alberta Catholic School Trustees' Association. (2021). Alberta Catholic School Trustees'
Association - ACSTA. https://www.acsta.ab.ca/
Alberta Education. (2020a). Education at: Statutes of Alberta, 2010 chapter E-0.3. Alberta's
Queen's Printer. https://www.qp.alberta.ca/documents/Acts/e00p3.pdf
Alberta Education. (2020b, November 4). K to 12 education funding framework. Government of
Alberta | Alberta.ca. Retrieved April 5, 2021, from https://www.alberta.ca/k-12-educationfunding-framework.aspx
Alberta Education. (2020c). Superintendent leadership quality standard. Government of
Alberta. https://education.alberta.ca/media/3739619/standardsdoc-sqs-_fa-web-2018-0202.pdf
Alberta Education. (2021). Accountability in Alberta's K-12 education system. Government of
Alberta. https://www.alberta.ca/accountability-education-system.aspx#jumplinks-1
Alberta School Boards Association. (2017). Trustee handbook (20172021). https://www.asba.ab.ca/wpcontent/uploads/2018/10/new_trustee_handbook2017_web.pdf

105

Alberta School Boards Association. (2019). G-TEC policy model - Governing through
engagement and collaboration. ASBA Governance Support, 1(1), 1-4.
Alberta Teachers’ Association. (2016). The role of the superintendent and the teaching
profession. https://www.teachers.ab.ca/SiteCollectionDocuments/ATA/Publications/Resear
ch/COOR-101- 12%20The%20Role%20of%20the%20Superintendent%20and
%20the%20Teaching% 20Profession-Web.pdf://
Basu, C. (2020). Pros and cons of the congruence model. Small Business Chron.com. https://smallbusiness.chron.com/pros-cons-congruence-model-36161.html
BCSTA. (2019, March 28). Student success: Boards of education can make a difference. British
Columbia School Trustees Association. https://bcsta.org/student-success-boards-ofeducation-can-make-a-difference/
Block, S. R. (1998). The context for understanding nonprofit governance. In Perfect nonprofit
boards: Myths, paradoxes, and paradigms (pp. 1-11). Pearson Custom Pub.
Bourgeois, D. (2004). Board governance - When does it become director's negligence. In the
national charities and not-for-profit law section, the Ontario Bar Association and the
continuing legal education committee present the 2nd national symposium on charity law:
What's new and what's coming, April 14, 2004, Toronto, ON (pp. 1-36). Carter &
Associates. https://www.carters.ca/pub/article/charity/2004/djb0414.pdf
Bradshaw, P., & Osborne, R. (2010). School boards: Emerging governance
challenges. Education Canada, 50(1), 46-49. https://www.edcan.ca/wpcontent/uploads/EdCan-2010-v50-n1-Bradshaw.pdf

106

Brandon, J. (2016). District leadership for democratic governance: Policy interdependence and
tri-level engagement. Education Canada, 56(1). http://www.cea-ace.ca/educationcanada/issue/Spring2016/category/Web-Exclusives
Brown, D., & Brown, D. (2011). Behaviour and governance. Brown
Governance. https://www.governancesolutions.ca/governancesolutions/publications/pdfs/Behaviour%20and%20Governance.pdf
Brown, J. (2006). The secret formula. In The imperfect board member: Discovering the seven
disciplines of governance excellence (pp. 27-42). John Wiley & Sons.
Brudney, J. L., & Murray, V. (1998). Do intentional efforts to improve boards really work? The
views of nonprofit CEOs. Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 8(4), 333348. https://doi.org/10.1002/nml.8403
Bryan, L. (2008, March 1). Enduring ideas: The 7-S framework. McKinsey Quarterly [Audio
podcast episode]. https://www.mckinsey.com/business-functions/strategy-and-corporatefinance/our-insights/enduring-ideas-the-7-s-framework#
By, R. T., Burnes, B., & Oswick, C. (2012). Change management: Leadership, values and
ethics. Journal of Change Management, 12(1), 1-5.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14697017.2011.652371
Campbell, D., & Fullan, M. (2019). The governance core: School boards, superintendents, and
schools working together. Corwin.

107

Campbell, D. W., Fullan, M., Kavanaugh, B., & Adam, E. (2021). The taking action guide for
the governance core: School boards, superintendents, and schools working together.
Corwin Publishers.
Carver, J., & Carver, M. M. (2009). A theory-based framework for leadership and accountability.
In A Carver policy governance guide, the policy governance model and the role of the
board member (pp. 3-13). John Wiley & Sons.
Cawsey, T. F., Deszca, G., & Ingols, C. (2016). Frameworks for diagnosing organizations.
In Organizational change: An action-oriented toolkit (3rd ed., pp. 64-93). SAGE
Publications.
Channon, D., & Caldart, A. (2015). McKinsey 7S model. Strategic Management, 12, 12. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118785317.weom120005
College of Alberta School Superintendents. (2019). Supporting effective governance module:
Participant guide [PDF]. College of Alberta School
Superintendents. https://cassalberta.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/GovernanceParticipant-Guide-FINAL-MP.doc.pdf
College of Alberta School Superintendents. (2021). CASS Professional Learning. CASS Alberta:
College of Alberta School Superintendents. https://cassalberta.ca/
Connelly, L. M. (2021). Using the PDSA Model Correctly. MedSurg Nursing, 30(1),
61+. https://link.gale.com/apps/doc/A653843194/AONE?u=lond95336&sid=AONE&xid=
11cfcf5c

108

Delagardelle, M. L. (2008). The lighthouse inquiry: Examining the role of school board
leadership in the improvement of student achievement. In T. L. Alsbury (Ed.), The future of
school board governance: Relevancy and revelation (pp. 191-223). Lanham, MD: Rowman
& Littlefield Education.
Deming, W. A. (2000). Out of the crisis. MIT Press. https://ebookcentral-proquestcom.proxy1.lib.uwo.ca/lib/west/reader.action?docID=5743829&ppg=103
Donnelly, P., & Kirk, P. (2015). Use the PDSA model for effective change management.
Education for Primary Care, 26(4), 279281. https://doi.org/10.1080/14739879.2015.11494356
Dudar, L., Scott, S., & Scott, D. E. (2017). Understanding the theory of change processes.
In Accelerating change in schools: Leading rapid, successful, and complex change
initiatives (pp. 27-44). Emerald Group Publishing.
Emerald Works. (2019). The Nadler-Tushman congruence model. Management Training and
Leadership Training - Online. https://www.mindtools.com/pages/article/newSTR_95.htm
Fiedler, F. (1964). A contingency model of leadership effectiveness. Advances in Experimental
Social Psychology, 1, 149-190. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0065-2601(08)60051-9
Freeman, D. B. (2019, June 10). Effective governance training for school boards. Interview.
Diligent Insights. https://insights.diligent.com/board-governance-publiceducation/effective-governance-training-school-boards
Fullan, M. (2015). Leadership from the middle: A system strategy. Education Canada, 2226. http://mnprek-3.wdfiles.com/local--files/coherence/LeadershipfromtheMiddle.pdf

109

Fullan, M., Lovenburg, S., DeLuz, D., & Armstrong, K. A. (2017). The coherence framework in
action. CSBA Governance Brief. https://michaelfullan.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/TheCoherence-Framework-in-Action.pdf
Fullan, M., & Quinn, J. (2015). Coherence making. In Coherence: The right drivers in action for
schools, districts, and systems (pp. 1-16). Corwin Publishers.
Galaway, B., Sheppard, B., Weins, J., & Brown, J. (2013). The impact of centralization on local
school district governance in Canada. Canadian Journal of Educational Administration and
Policy, (145), 145-153.
Gill, M., Flynn, R. J., & Reissing, E. (2005). The governance self-assessment checklist: An
instrument for assessing board effectiveness. Nonprofit Management and
Leadership, 15(3), 271-294. https://doi.org/10.1002/nml.69
Gillespie, N., & Dietz, G. (2009). Trust repair after an organization-level failure. Academy of
Management Review, 34(1), 127-145. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009.35713319
Goldburg rsm, P. (2019). Catholic social teaching. Faith-based Identity and Curriculum in
Catholic Schools, 31-62. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429202087-2
Goulet, J. (2021, March 9). Proposed bill looks to have school superintendents college become
regulatory body. Everything GP. https://everythinggp.com/2021/03/09/proposed-bill-looksto-have-school-superintendents-college-become-regulatory-body/
Government of Alberta. (1994). The Education Amendment Act, 1994, SS 1994, c 38. Queen's
Printer. https://canlii.ca/t/536wl

110

Government of Ontario. (2009). Report to the Governance Committee to Ontario Minister of
Education. http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/policyfunding/grc/grcreview.pdf
Hallahan, K., Holtzhausen, D., Van Ruler, B., Verčič, D., & Sriramesh, K. (2007). Defining
strategic communication. International Journal of Strategic Communication, 1(1), 335. https://doi.org/10.1080/15531180701285244
Hargreaves, A., & Braun, H. (2010). Leading for All. Council of Ontario Directors of
Education. http://www.ontariodirectors.ca/downloads/Essential_ExecSummary_Final.pdf
Hargreaves, A., Shirley, D., Wangia, S., Bacon, C., & D'Angelo, M. (2018). Leading from the
middle: spreading learning, well-being, and identity across Ontario. Council of Ontario
Directors of Education. http://ccsli.ca/downloads/2018Leading_From_the_Middle_Summary_Final-EN.pdf
Harris, A., Jones, M., Ismail, N., & Nguyen, D. (2019). Middle leaders and middle leadership in
schools: Exploring the knowledge base (2003–2017). School Leadership &
Management, 39(3-4), 255-277. https://doi.org/10.1080/13632434.2019.1578738
Hofman, R. H., Hofman, W. H., & Guldemond, H. (2002). School governance, culture, and
student achievement. International Journal of Leadership in Education, 5(3), 249272. doi.org/10.1080/136031202760217009
Hord, S. M., & Roussin, J. L. (2013). Introduction. In Implementing change through learning:
Concerns-based concepts, tools, and strategies for guiding change (pp. 1-4). Corwin Press.

111

Howell, T. (2013, October 2). Elected school boards no longer needed, expert argues. Public
Interest Alberta. https://www.pialberta.org/elected_school_boards_no_longer_needed_
expert_argues
Huebscher, R. (2019, June 20). Simon Sinek: How to deal with "toxic" team members [PDF].
Advisor Perspectives, Inc. file:///C:/Users/dwayne.zarichny/Downloads/simon-sinek-howto-deal-with-toxic-team-members.pdf
Jacobs, M. (2018, March 15). Systemic board governance: Creating virtuous cycles of
impact. The Systems Thinker. https://thesystemsthinker.com/systemic-board-governancecreating-virtuous-cycles-of-impact/
Janse, B. (2020, July 16). Nadler-tushman congruence model. toolshero.
https://www.toolshero.com/management/nadler-tushman-congruence-model/
Johnson, D. P. (2005). Sustaining change in schools: How to overcome differences and focus on
quality. ASCD.
Juneja, P. (2020). McKinsey 7S change model. Management Study Guide - Courses for Students,
Professionals & Faculty Members. https://www.managementstudyguide.com/mckinsey-7schange-model.htm
Katz, S., Dack, L. A., & Malloy, J. (2017). The challenge of leading in the middle space. In The
intelligent, responsive leader (pp. 1-16). Corwin Publishers.
Langley, G. J., Moen, R. D., Nolan, K. M., Nolan, T. W., Norman, C. L., & Provost, L. P.
(2009). Changes that result in improvement. In The improvement guide: A practical
approach to enhancing organizational performance (pp. 15-26). John Wiley & Sons.

112

Leithwood, K. (2010). Characteristics of school districts that are exceptionally effective in
closing the achievement gap. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 9(3), 245291. https://doi.org/10.1080/15700761003731500
Leithwood, K. (2013). Strong districts & their leadership. Ontario Institute of Educational
Leadership. http://www.ontariodirectors.ca/downloads/Strong%20Districts-2.pdf
Lewis, L. (2011). Communication approaches and strategies. In Organizational change:
Creating change through strategic communication (pp. 144-171). John Wiley & Sons.
Markiewicz, A., & Patrick, I. (2015). Introduction to developing monitoring and evaluation
frameworks. In Developing monitoring and evaluation frameworks (pp. 16-28). SAGE
Publications.
Martin, C., & Herrero, B. (2018). Boards of directors: composition and effects on the
performance of the firm. Economic Research-Ekonomska Istraživanja, 31(1), 10151041. DOI: 10.1080/1331677X.2018.1436454
Marzano, R. J., & Waters, T. (2009). Does district leadership matter? In District leadership that
works: Striking the right balance (pp. 1-12). Solution Tree.
Miller, J. M. (2006). The Holy See's teaching on Catholic schools. Sophia Inst Press.
Mohan, C. (2011). Effective governance & systems thinking: Beyond independent directors' roles
& responsibilities [Paper presentation]. Haines Centre for Strategic Management,
USA/UAE - Global
Convention. http://iodglobal.com/Articles/Chander%20Mohan%20ARTICLE.pdf

113

Nadler, D. A., & Tushman, M. L. (1980). A model for diagnosing organizational
behavior. Organizational Dynamics, 9(2), 35-51. https://doi.org/10.1016/00902616(80)90039-x
New Zealand Ministry of Education. (2012). Leading from the middle: Educational leadership
for middle and senior leaders. Learning Media Limited, 1-27.
file:///C:/Users/dwayne.zarichny/Downloads/Leading%20from%20the%20Middle%20(1).p
df
Nobbie, P. D., & Brudney, J. L. (2003). Testing the implementation, board performance, and
organizational effectiveness of the policy governance model in nonprofit boards of
directors. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 32(4), 571595. https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764003257460
Northouse, P. G. (2019). Servant leadership. In Leadership: Theory and practice (8th ed.,
pp. 227-237). SAGE Publications.
Ontario Public School Boards' Association. (2018). OSBA'S guide to good
governance. https://opsba.org/Shared%20Documents/EVENTS%20AND%20PUBLICATI
ONS/Documents/OPSBA_Good_Governance_Guide_2018-2022_Full.pdf
Ozga, J., & Grek, S. (2012). Governing through learning. School self-evaluation as a knowledgebased regulatory tool. Recherches sociologiques et anthropologiques, 43(2), 3552. https://doi.org/10.4000/rsa.786

114

Patton, M. Q. (2011). Developmental evaluation as a distinct purpose and niche.
In Developmental evaluation: Applying complexity concepts to enhance innovation and
use (pp. 28-51). Guilford Press.
Peters, T. (2011, March 8). A brief history of the 7-S ("McKinsey 7-S") model. Tom
Peters. https://tompeters.com/2011/03/a-brief-history-of-the-7-s-mckinsey-7-s-model/
Peterson, S. J., Galvin, B. M., & Lange, D. (2012). CEO servant leadership: Exploring executive
characteristics and firm performance. Academy of Management Proceedings, 2012(1),
12401. https://doi.org/10.5465/ambpp.2012.12401abstract
Phillips, R., Freeman, R. E., & Wicks, A. C. (2003). What stakeholder theory is not. Business
Ethics Quarterly, 13(4), 479-502. https://doi.org/10.5840/beq200313434
Reeves, S., Xyrichis, A., & Zwarenstein, M. (2017). Teamwork, collaboration, coordination, and
networking: Why we need to distinguish between different types of interprofessional
practice. Journal of Interprofessional Care, 32(1), 13. https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820.2017.1400150
Reinholz, D. L., & Apkarian, N. (2018). Four frames for systemic change in STEM
departments. International Journal of STEM
Education, 5(1). https://doi.org/10.1186/s40594-018-0103-x
Rosengren, K. E. (2006). Forms and functions of communication. In Communication: An
introduction (pp. 27-51). SAGE.

115

Rutherford, A. (2019). Where is systems thinking coming from? In The systems thinker:
Essential thinking skills for solving problems, managing chaos, and creating lasting
solutions in a complex world (pp. 23-34). Vdz.
Saatcioglu, A., Moore, S., Sargut, G., & Bajaj, A. (2011). The role of school board social capital
in district governance: Effects on financial and academic outcomes. Leadership and Policy
in Schools, 10(1), 1-42. https://doi.org/10.1080/15700760903511780
Saskatchewan School Boards Association. (2016). Governance handbook for school board
members. https://ssbagovernancehandbook.ca/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/GovernanceHandbook-Complete.pdf
Schein, E. H. (2017). The culture dynamics of organizational growth, maturity, and decline.
In Organizational culture and leadership (5th ed., pp. 207-229). John Wiley & Sons.
Schmidt, P. (2015). A rare look at what makes student trustees effective. The Chronicle of
Higher Education. https://www.chronicle.com/article/a-rare-look-at-what-makes-studenttrustees-effective/?bc_nonce=9yvz1thzer88zuxw47tqy6&cid=reg_wall_signup
Seel, K., & Gibbons, J. (2012). Governance in transformation: Alberta school board chairs’
perspectives on governance. Canadian journal of nonprofit and social economy
research, 3(1). https://doi.org/10.22230/cjnser.2012v3n1a105
Servaes, J. (1999). Participatory strategies for policymaking and research. In Communication for
development: One world, multiple cultures (pp. 187-206). Hampton Press (NJ).

116

Shah, N., Irani, Z., & Sharif, A. M. (2017). Big data in an HR context: Exploring organizational
change readiness, employee attitudes and behaviors. Journal of Business Research, 70,
366-378. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.08.010
Sharif, M., & Scandura, T. (2014). Do perceptions of ethical conduct matter during
organizational change? Ethical leadership and employee involvement. Journal of Business
Ethics, 124(2), 185-196. https://www.jstor.org/stable/24033262
Sinek, S. (2020, February 28). Why middle management is the hardest job [Video].
YouTube. https://humanengineers.com/why-middle-management-is-the-hardest-job-simonsinek/
Sonnenfeld, J. (2002, September 1). What makes great boards great. Harvard Business
Review. https://hbr.org/2002/09/what-makes-great-boards-great
Thaler, R. H., & Sunstein, C. R. (2009). Nudge: Improving decisions about health, wealth, and
happiness. Penguin.
Van der Heijden, J., & Kosters, M. (2015). From mechanism to virtue: Evaluating nudgetheory. SSRN Electronic Journal, 2(3), 276-291. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2620082
Verkerk, P. (1990). Fiedler's contingency model of leadership effectiveness: Background and
recent developments (90/02). Eindhoven University of
Technology. https://research.tue.nl/en/publications/fiedlers-contingency-model-ofleadership-effectiveness-background

117

Warren, A. (2021). Assurance framework from theory to action: Alberta Education. College of
Alberta School Superintendents. https://cassalberta.ca/wpcontent/uploads/2020/11/Assurance-Learning-Guide-FINAL.pdf
Waterman, R., Peters, T., & Phillips, J. (1980). Structure is not organization. Business Horizons,
14-26. https://tompeters.com/docs/Structure_Is_Not_Organization.pdf
Waters, T., & Marzano, R. (2006). School district leadership that works: The effect of
superintendent leadership on student achievement. McREL. https://www.mcrel.org/wpcontent/uploads/2016/03/McREL-research-paper_-Sept2006_District-Leadership-ThatWorks-Effect-of-Superintendent-Leadership-on-Student-Achievement-.pdf
Westphal, J. D. (1999). Collaboration in the boardroom: Behavioral and performance
consequences of CEO-board social ties. Academy of Management Journal, 42(1), 724. https://doi.org/10.5465/256871
Wheatley, M. J. (2002). Turning to one another: Simple conversations to restore hope to the
future. Berrett-Koehler Publishers.
Whitmarsh, L. (2016, September 22). The problems with nudge. Inside
track. https://greenallianceblog.org.uk/2011/03/31/the-problems-with-nudge
Widmer, C., & Houchin, S. (2000). The art of trusteeship. In The art of trusteeship: The
nonprofit board members guide to effective governance (pp. 20 -21). Jossey-Bass.
Zlotkin, J. (1993). Rethinking the school board's role. Educational Leadership, 51(2), 2225. http://www.ascd.org/publications/educationalleadership/oct93/vol51/num02/Rethinking-the-School-Board's-Role.aspx

